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Abstract 
 
The Community Forest bill has been debated in Thailand for more than 15 years, without a 
resolution being reached. The debates and negotiations of the CF bill have mainly defined the 
dispute as one of different environmental values. This project has therefore sought to explain 
how the policy-making process of the CF bill has been affected by the conflict of 
environmental values. This investigation has been conducted as a policy analysis of the CF 
issue, based on the theoretical perspective of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) by 
analyzing the belief systems of the advocacy coalitions within a distinct policy subsystem.  
 
This analysis of CF policy subsystem has show that, since 1997, the main conflict has been 
over the inclusion or exclusion of the protected forests areas. Presently, two coalitions are 
active in the CF debate seeking to influence the outcome of the policy-making process, the 
Limited CF coalition, who promotes CF management only outside the protected areas, and the 
Full CF coalition who would allow CF management in all forest areas. Through a small 
investigation of the environmental values of key actors in the CF policy subsystem, this project 
has found that there is a high level conflict of environmental values between the two coalitions, 
as these have conflicting views of how the protected forest areas should be managed. The Full 
CF coalition advocate a sustainable management approach, allowing human use to the extent it 
is not detrimental to the forest ecosystem, while the Limited CF coalition advocates a 
preservationist management approach, where human use should be banned from the protected 
areas. The two approaches are based on contradictory environmental values of whether man 
and nature is perceived as a dualism or as mutually dependent, and whether human utilization 
is inherently destructive or ecologically benign. 
 
By applying two frameworks of policy analysis, the ACF, and the Policy Paradox Framework 
(PPF) this project have shown how the conflict of environmental values have influenced the 
policy-making process of the CF bill by both being a fight over values and a fight with values. 
The conflict of environmental values has resulted in the coalitions being reluctant to 
compromise, thereby prolonging a policy-making process until one coalition gain sufficient 
influence and support from decision-makers to outmaneuver the other. But this conflict of 
environmental values is also a strategy in itself, as the two coalitions have chosen this conflict 
as the main ‘battleground’ of the policy conflict by defining their views as environmental 
values. Thus the conflict of environmental values represents the general disagreements 
between the two coalitions, thereby making the CF policy-making process both a struggle over 
values and with values. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Balancing development and environmental protection 
In the 20th century there has been a rising concern with the effect of human activities on 
the world’s natural resources. This concern has transformed into a global environmental 
movement to secure and protect natural resources, biodiversity, and areas of ecological 
importance. The preservation of natural resources and areas has become a source of conflict 
between those who seek to protect these areas and the local people whose livelihood 
depends on the use of these areas (Ghimire and Pimbert 1997, p. 2). Embedded in the 
preservation strategies of NGO’s as well as national policies has been the enclosure of 
natural areas into parks or reserves, banning human use of the resources within (Neumann 
1998, p. 9). Nature preservation has therefore often resulted in the marginalization of the 
local population or users of the area, making nature preservation and local development 
contradictory goals (Adams 2001, p. 250, 271). 
 
It has become a great challenge to find a way to balance development and environmental 
protection. The concept of sustainable development has become one such approach to 
balance these two. The concept was developed in the 1980s and introduced to a global 
audience in 1987 in the so-called Brundtland Rapport. Here, future development was made 
dependent on sustainable resource use “…that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World 
Commission on Environment and Development 1987, p. 43). 
 
Sustainable development has become a politically dominant paradigm, but the actual 
implementation and accomplishment of sustainable development has proven difficult to 
achieve, as it often requires significant changes of political, economic and social priorities 
and perceptions (Colchester 1994, p. 70). According to Jin Sato (1998, p. 87), the main 
challenge “…may not be the actual balance between conservation and development, but the 
difficulty of reaching an agreement as to how to achieve that goal, and how the 
recommended course of action, if any, can be actually implemented”. Thus it is not the aim 
of sustainable development which is difficult but the definition of how to accomplish this. 
 
1.2. Achieving community forest management in Thailand 
In Thailand, the debate over community forest (CF) management can be seen as an 
example of such a dilemma of defining sustainable development and the methods to 
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achieve it. CF management has been discussed for over 15 years as a solution to the 
country’s problems with forest protection and utilization. Although a general political 
consensus has developed that CF management would improve current forest management, 
the political actors involved have been unable to agree on how to achieve this. 
 
Thailand is a classic example of the contradictory aims of forest protection and local 
development. Throughout the second half of the 20th century, protected forest areas, in 
which utilization and human settlements are prohibited, have increased to cover 28 % of the 
total land area of the country (Rasmussen et. al. 2001, p. 21). As the extent of protected 
areas has expanded, so have the inherent conflicts between forest protection and local 
people. Today it is estimated that up to 460.000 households or 4-5 million people live 
within the protected forest areas (Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). While some of these 
communities are indigenous, many have only been established recently as people have 
settled and cleared away forest for agriculture (Brenner et. al. 1999, p. 12-13). 
 
This situation represents a dilemma in Thai forest management, since the current forest 
policy of Thailand does not permit the continued existence of these villages within 
protected areas. There have been made several attempts over the years to relocate villagers, 
but this solution has become increasingly complicated as land scarcity makes it impossible 
to find alternative areas for these people to live. Therefore, while forest policies de jure 
does not permit any residency or agriculture within protected forest areas, forest officials 
have de facto been forced to work with forest management that includes a great number of 
people who reside utilize and forest areas (Kaosa-ard 2005, p. 336; Vandergeest 1996, p. 
262). The result has not only been a continued deforestation of Thailand, where thousands 
of hectares of forests disappear every year, but also the economic and social 
marginalization of the many people living ‘illegally’ within the forest (Lakanavichian 
2001a, p. 118-119; Brenner et. al. 1999, p. 12-13). 
 
To counter this dilemma in Thai forest management, a change in forest policy has been 
sought and debated for years. CF management has been proposed as one such solution, 
where communities can manage and protect their local forest resources, while extracting 
forest resources for subsistence within sustainable levels. The aim is to achieve both a 
better management and create a local guard against those who would clear the forest, as 
well as create food security and income generation for local people (Sato 2003, p. 329). CF 
management is considered a good solution to the problems with forest communities and 
deforestation due to a number of reasons. First of all, the current policy is not working, and 
forest destruction continues. Also, community forests are a traditional method of forest 
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management in Thailand, which is already in existence with success within protected forest 
areas. Finally, CF management is in line with the new 1997 constitution of Thailand, in 
which emphasis is made on the rights of local people to be included in the management of 
their local resources (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10). 
 
CF management has a broad political support as a sustainable solution to the problems of 
forest management. It is popular with many NGO’s, but there has also been an increasing 
amount of support from other political actors, such as all the political parties, the Royal 
Forest Department, and the influential National Economic and Social Development Board 
(NESDB). The latter have included the passing and implementation of a CF bill in the 5 
year development plans of the country since 2002 (NESDB 2002, p. 62). Recently, the 
newly elected government (2005 elections) supported the continued development of the so-
called CF bill by allowing the policy-making process to continue after the election. The CF 
bill is thus a widely accepted aim in Thai politics (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 2005). 
Nonetheless, the bill has yet to be passed, as political actors have been unable to agree on 
the terms and definitions of a CF law. 
 
Since the process of developing a law that would allow community forests began in 1991, 
the CF bill has developed into a long-term debate and political negotiation. The CF issue 
has been discussed for over 15 years, and in that time 6 drafts of the bill have been made 
(Pragtong 2000, p. 148). Some disagreements over the bill have been resolved during the 
many years of debate, including how to define CF management. In recent years, the main 
political dispute has been centered on two versions of the bill. The two are quite similar as 
they are both based on a compromise between the RFD and a version of the bill made by 
NGO’s, known as “The people’s version”, which was placed before parliament in 2000. 
The differences of the two versions are over which areas the bill should apply, all national 
forest areas, or only in those areas not categorized as protected areas, such as national parks 
and wildlife sanctuaries (Sato 2003, p. 332). This disagreement has developed into a 
parliamentary disagreement between the Senate and the House of Representatives. The 
House of Representatives have supported the ‘People’s Version’ of the bill and in 2001 
passed a bill that allow CF management inside the protected forest areas. In their 2002 
review of the bill, the Senators opposed the inclusion of the protected areas in the bill, and 
thus presented an amended version of the bill, which mainly differs by excluding these 
areas, which, in turn, the House of Representatives rejected (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10). 
The result was the establishment of a Joint Committee of Parliament which was established 
to resolve the dispute. The Committee is, as of yet, still negotiating a compromise.  
 
 4 
Based on the parliamentary decisions and debates, it would therefore seem that the major 
issue keeping the CF bill from being passed is the question of what forest areas to include 
in the bill. But why is this such a problem? Why has this conflict over what area to include 
in the policy developed into the most controversial issue within the CF debate and 
continuously restricted the policy-making process of the bill? 
 
1.3. Possible explanations for the conflict over CF 
The studies that consider environmental conflicts in Thailand tend to concentrate on a 
materialistic explanation of political economy. Thus, the environmental conflicts of local 
people and government agencies over forest management has been seen as competing 
interests in the forest as a political and economic resource, which takes place at both a local 
and national level. According to Hirsch, Thai environmental politics are “…surrogate for 
deeper rooted political struggles relating to distribution of resources and direction of 
development” (Hirsch 1993, p. 15). Studies of the community forests conflicts have also 
centered on political economy as the main explanation. Thus Jin Sato (2003, p. 161) argues, 
that the CF conflicts are based on both land rights and access to resources, as well as and 
political control and authority. 
 
There can be no doubt that forest resources, valuable as it is to both local people and the 
government, is partly a source of the dispute over community forests. But this approach to 
understanding political processes is limited to a relatively narrow conception of human 
motives and actions. I would argue that there are two problems with the explanations 
presented by political economists. First of all, while the conflict of community forests on a 
larger scale may partly be over the control over and access to resources, the actual policy 
decisions are made by political decision-makers, making it important to understand the 
perceptions and motives of these actors, as well as the political processes by which 
politically involved actors seek to influence these decision-makers. 
 
Secondly, the approach of political economy only understands conflicts in terms of rational 
economic or political self-interest of the actors involved (Shively 2005, p. 100-102). 
Regarding the community forest issue, political economy studies have therefore 
concentrated on the interests of the different political actors, such as their economic and 
political motivation, better access to resources, power, or economic gain (Colchester 1994, 
p. 93; Sato 2000, p. 161; Forsyth 2002, p. 1591-1601). But this approach lacks the ability to 
explain how people’s values and perceptions influence their political positions and 
decisions, a perspective which is particularly relevant in the CF policy-making process. 
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One of the main opponents of the inclusion of protected areas in the CF bill was the former 
RFD director, Plodprasop Suraswadi. When asked why he did not think that community 
forests should be allowed inside protected areas, he stated that “Man cannot co-exist with 
forest” (Bangkok Post, April 15th 1998). Similar arguments can be found repeated 
throughout the debate. Opponents seem adamant that people are a threat to the forest. 
Opposite this view is a number of NGO’s, researchers, forestry officials and politicians 
who disagree and contend that people have been managing the forest very well for decades, 
and do not pose a treat to nature (Brenner et al 1999, p. 27). Thus the CF issue and debate is 
not only about contested resources but also about contested values. 
 
In recent years, this element of values has increasingly been included in the study of 
environmental conflicts, including the CF bill in Thailand. This political dispute has been 
explained as a conflict of perceptions and ideals, focusing particularly on the influence of 
environmentalist thought and discourse. Thus Brenner et al. (1999, p. 21) defined the 
conflict over the CF bill as two conflicting stories about people and forest, and 
Laungaramsri (2002, p. 161-162) has shown how the CF issue is a discursive conflict 
between two competing ideologies of forest management. While these researchers have 
managed to present thorough descriptions of the CF conflict as competing values, I have 
found that they have paid little attention to explaining the political consequence of such 
conflicts. Thus they merely describe or diagnose the conflict; but do not explain the 
significance. Is a conflict of values a problem, and how so? How does a conflict of values 
influence the policy-making process? Are political actors with conflicting values less likely 
to come to an agreement, or do they simplify the policy and decision-making process? Are 
conflicts of values even real or are they simply strategic representations of an actor’s 
political and economic objectives? 
 
This project will therefore examine this overlooked aspect of the conflict over the CF bill 
by focusing on the conflicts of environmental values present within the issue, and how 
these have contributed to the difficult process of achieving the community forest bill. 
 
Thus, I pose the following research question: 
  
To what extent is there a conflict of environmental values in relation to the 
Community Forest issue in Thailand, and how has this conflict influenced the policy-
making process of the Community Forest Bill? 
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1.4. Research Approach 
The conflict and debate of the CF issue will in this project be studied as a policy-making 
process. Analysis of policy-making processes is a feature of the research method of policy 
analysis, where the content, process, and consequences of public policies are analyzed. By 
perceiving the development of the CF bill as a policy-making process, this project will 
focus on determining the conflicts that surrounds the issue, and how these have affected the 
policy-making process and thus the potential for policy change in the forest policy of 
Thailand. The aim of this project is thus to discuss the process towards a policy change in 
forest management in Thailand, not to evaluate the potential of CF management, nor the 
difficulties that may arise in implementing a CF bill. Research on the potential of CF and 
evaluations of existing community forests in Thailand can be found in several research 
rapports including such as Sato (1998), Dearden (1999), and Kinch et. al (2001). 
 
The policy-making process of the CF bill will in this project be defined as the political 
struggle of policy actors to influence the definition of political programs. The perspective 
of this project is that the conflicting values of the political actors involved with the CF bill 
is a significant aspect of the overall conflict of CF management, and therefore should be 
included in the analysis and explanation of the policy-making process. 
 
In analyzing policy-making processes, different approaches have emphasized different 
aspects of this process, such as institutions, economic conditions, or groups and networks. 
In recent decades, the role of values1 in public policy-making has increasingly been given 
attention within the field of policy analysis. The key discussion has been whether values 
should be seen as having an independent role in the policy-making process, similar to other 
aspects such as institutions, groups, or socio-economic conditions (John 1998, p. 144-145; 
Parsons 1995, p. 168; Howlett and Ramesh 1995, p. 109). Many contemporary policy 
models place values as such an independent factor, but some models further consider the 
values of the policy-makers to be a driving force in the policy-making process, by Peter 
John defined as ‘Ideas-based Approaches’ (John 1998, p 145). 
 
I have chosen to apply two such models of explanation of the policy-making process, the 
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), developed by Paul A. Sabatier and Hank C. 
Jenkins-Smith, and the Policy Paradox Framework (PPF) by Deborah Stone. Both these 
frameworks are based on the perspective that competing values are the main source of all 
                                                 
1
 Values are my definition of the normative views which are attached to political issues. In policy analysis 
literature in general, this is also defined by other terms, such as ideas, beliefs, perceptions, and ideologies. 
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political conflict, and that values therefore is an essential aspect of a policy analysis (John 
1998, p. 145).  But the chosen frameworks represent two different approaches to explain 
the influence of competing values in policy-making. The ACF explains the policy-making 
process as a struggle over values, while the PPF explains the policy-making process as a 
struggle with values. Neither framework completely denies the view of the other, but I find 
that their models of explanation are mainly based on these separate aspects.  
 
The different explanations are based on two different definitions of values. The ACF 
considers values to static and difficult to change, thereby placing values as the stable 
foundation of policy conflicts and often an obstacle to negotiation and policy change. The 
PPF consider values to be dynamic and constantly changing, thereby emphasizing values as 
the dynamic source of progress and change in the policy-making process. Thus the two 
frameworks represent very different perspectives of how values in policy should be 
defined. In this project, these frameworks will be applied to the policy-making process of 
the CF bill as complementary as well as contradictory models of explanation, do determine 
the role of the conflict of environmental values in the policy-making process. 
 
There are many other disputes within the CF issue in Thailand besides that of 
environmental concerns which contain value conflicts. Land rights, ethnic minorities, and 
decentralized management are all important controversies related to the bill. This project 
will focus on environmental values since this dispute has been the most dominantly 
articulated in the debate and is the value conflict which has been identified as a main cause 
of the dispute by other researchers. The term “environmental values” is here understood as 
the individual’s environmental ethics. Thus it is both the individual’s perception of the 
environment and the relationship between nature and man, as well as the environmental 
ideology of how the environment should be managed.  
 
The concepts of nature and the environment are closely related and they are often used 
interchangeably. In this project the two concepts will be used depending on the context in 
this project. Nature is here understood as the directly observably or usable nature, the 
material biological world, that which can be killed or destroyed by use. The environment is 
defined as a broader concept, which includes nature, but which is based on the 
preconditions of life or ecosystems. The environment thus includes all ecological processes 
and systems, including non-living, non-organic materials. The difference lies not only in 
the scope of the concept but in the perception applied to it. Thus nature will often indirectly 
refer to the near or local resources, while the environment entails a larger system, which 
man can only partially comprehend and control.  
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Part of the dispute revealed in this project is over the role of man in nature and his 
environment. I personally perceive man as part of both nature and the environment, but in 
this context, the important factor is not whether man actually is part of nature but how the 
policy actors in Thailand reflect upon and give meaning to nature and their environment. 
Thereby, this context places nature and the environment as phenomena and concepts that 
can be perceived and reflected upon, and thus conceptually placed apart from man. 
 
1.5. Analytical Strategy 
The research question of this project is twofold. First of all this project seek to identify the 
conflict of environmental values to be found within the CF issue, with particular emphasis 
on the extent of this conflict. Secondly, the project analyzes the influence of this conflict of 
values on the policy-making process. 
 
I have found it necessary to make a more comprehensive analysis of what my initial 
research revealed to be a conflict of environmental values, in order to determine the extent 
of this conflict, as is could be less significant than the research of others and the debate 
would imply. Thus the conflict could be moderate, either because the different perspectives 
does not actually conflict at all upon critical examination, or perhaps it is only comprised a 
few outspoken people, while the majority is in agreement. To discover to what extent there 
is a conflict of environmental values, I have conducted a small investigation into the 
environmental values of key actors in the policy-making process in Thailand. Through a 
series of interviews, supplemented with written statements, this project analyzes the 
environmental values of these actors based on the theoretically constructed distinctions. 
These distinctions are established by a brief study of environmental ethics and approaches 
of environmental management. 
 
The initial analysis of the CF policy issue and context will be conducted as a policy 
analysis. The two frameworks applied in this project have each defined a distinct policy 
analysis approach. The ACF analysis is based on the policy subsystem approach, which 
defines the policy problem, the context, the conflicts, and the actors of the policy in 
question. The conflicting values are analyzed as different belief systems, which are 
structures of normative and policy related values (Sabatier 1988, p. 131). Alternately, the 
PPF policy analysis closely resembles a discourse analysis, where political values and 
intentions of policy actors are analyzed in terms of the strategic representations they present 
in the policy-making process (Stone 2002, p. 11). As both frameworks are quite extensive, 
it has not been possible to do two full policy analyses. This project will therefore conduct 
the analysis of the CF issue based on the ACF, thus defining the CF bill as a policy 
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subsystem and analyzing the values of the policy actors as different belief systems. The 
ACF has been chosen over the full PPF analysis as it has a more comprehensive analysis of 
the political context, an element I have found important in relation to the CF issue. 
 
The analysis of the influence of this conflict of environmental values on the policy-making 
process of the CF bill is conducted by applying the two frameworks of explanation defined 
earlier, the ACF and the PPF. Each of the two frameworks presents a different frame of 
explanation, which is discussed and compared in order to determine the possible impacts of 
the conflict of values. 
 
1.6. Project Outline 
 
Chapter 2  
This chapter explains the scientific methodology by discussing the overall scientific 
approach as well as the research methods applied. I define the perspective of this project as 
placed within the modern humanistic geography, where society and the environment should 
be perceived as interrelated, rather than a duality. This is researched though a hermeneutic 
perspective of interpreting the individual policy actor’s perceptions and meanings of the 
environment. This chapter also describes and reflects upon the collection and treatment of 
data, and argues for the methods used in this process.  
 
Chapter 3  
This chapter presents the theoretical perspective. It discusses the research field of policy 
analysis and how this has integrated the concept of values. This is followed by a definition 
and discussion of the two frameworks for understanding the policy-making process, which 
will be applied, the Advocacy Coalition Framework and the Policy Paradox Framework. 
Based on the methods of analysis suggested by these two frameworks, it is discussed how 
their views of values differ and how these frameworks will be applied to the CF policy 
issue. 
 
Chapter 4  
This chapter contains a discussion of the environmental values and different approaches of 
environmental management inherent in environmentalism. Based on this discussion I define 
four categories of distinctive environmental values on which the analysis of conflicting 
environmental values in the CF issue will be based. Also this chapter contains a discussion 
of the development of Thai environmental values and the rise of Thai environmentalism. 
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Chapter 5  
This chapter defines the political and historical context of forest management and policy in 
Thailand. First the development of the forest situation is discussed and the current 
classifications of forest defined. Then the chapter presents the historical development of 
forest management in Thailand, and finally, the chapter discusses the properties of the 
political system in Thailand.  
 
Chapter 6  
This chapter defines the policy subsystem of the CF bill by discussing what developments 
and conflicts that characterizes the CF issue. This is done by defining the political position 
of the CF policy issue, and discussing the history of the CF policy-making process and its 
recent developments. Based on this, the main conflicts of this process are identified and the 
actors involved with the policy subsystem are identified. 
 
Chapter 7 
This chapter contains the analysis of the different values of the policy actors. First the 
coalitions of the CF policy-making process are identified and it is discussed how the policy 
actors interviewed for this study should be placed in these coalition. Based on the interview 
and research data of these policy actors, the belief systems of these coalitions are then 
analyzed and discussed in order to determine their internal consistency, the main conflicts 
of the coalitions, and the conflicts of environmental values. Finally the chapter analyses 
whether the extent of the conflict of environmental values is what the ACF define as a high-
level or a moderate-level conflict (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49).  
 
Chapter 8 
In this chapter the policy-making process of the CF bill is analyzed and the two frameworks 
of the ACF and the PPF are applied to examine their different explanations of how the 
conflict of environmental values has influenced the process. The different conclusions of 
these two perspectives, as well as their merits and limitations are then discussed in order to 
finally consider how the conflict of environmental values can be determined to have 
influenced the policy-making process of the CF bill.  
 
Chapter 9 
In this chapter it is discussed what conclusion to the research question that can be drawn 
from this investigation as well as the potential implications.  Also, some perspectives on the 
CF policy-making process are considered. 
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Chapter 2. Method 
 
2.1. Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to define the overall analytical methodology. The study of 
people’s perceptions and environmental values is located within the framework of 
interpretive sciences. This chapter will show the role and development of interpretive 
science in the field of geography and identify the approach applied. This chapter will also 
describe the research methods applied in the data collection and analyses of the 
environmental values of the actors involved with the CF bill, as well as discuss the 
limitations of the data on the conclusion which can be drawn from them. 
 
2.2. Methodology 
The main perspective is that environmental values are significant in understanding the 
conflicts surrounding the CF bill in Thailand, as people’s perceptions of nature and the 
environment reflects on their political positions and decision-making on this issue. 
Environmental values are understood as the meaning people assign to their environment: 
the human relationship with nature, environmental problems, etc. Therefore, how people 
perceive their environment are linked to how they relate to and utilize it, and thus people 
and the environment should be studied as interrelated. 
 
The tradition of studying the relationship between society and the physical world is placed 
within the scientific field of geography, but the idea that humans and their environment 
should be studied as interrelated, rather than one influencing the other, is relatively recent. 
In the following, I will discuss how the relationship between society and nature has been 
explained scientifically within geography, and how the position of this project is placed in 
relation to these traditions. 
 
2.2.1. The human-environment relationship 
According to Michael Peet (1998, p. 1), “…geography is the study of relations between 
society and the natural environment”. Until geography was established as a separate 
research field in the late 19th century, the physical environment and the “cultural 
environment” had been split into separate research fields and faculties within the scientific 
world (Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 46-47). In geography these separate fields came 
together in what Livingstone (1992, p. 189) called “the geographical experiment”.  
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Initially, the relationship between nature and society was studied as a diversity of regions. 
Within regional geography the world was explored and mapped and the various physical 
and cultural phenomenon’s described. The explanation model for the diversity was that of 
environmental determinism. The environment was perceived as the determinant of all life, 
including human life, and environmental variation was the origin of all physical and human 
variation (Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 50). 
 
Critique of the environmental determinist thought in the 1930s led to an increasingly 
disenchantment with this model of explanation. Driven by the aspiration to make 
geography more scientific, logical positivism began to dominate, especially within 
American geography (Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 55). The result was a complete 
separation of the studies of the physical environment and human society. The geographical 
study was radically split into two fractions, the natural geography and the human 
geography, whose topics of inquiry did not meet (Unwin 1992, p. 19). Logical positivist 
influence also led to the emergence of systematic geography, which aimed to objectively 
observe the variation of different localities and compare these to find overall laws of 
science. By presenting hypothesis and testing these, it is sought to find universal scientific 
laws of geography (Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 58). 
 
By 1960, reactions to the systematic geography appeared in the form of humanistic and 
radical geography. Humanistic geography criticized the systematic geography for its 
naturalistic study of human geographies, the study of human society by natural scientific 
methods, and introduced phenomenology, hermeneutics, and existentialism (Hansen and 
Simonsen 2004, p. 65; Peet 1998 p. 34-35). Radical geography was more explicitly critical 
of the capitalistic society, and condemned the systematic geography for ignoring the divide 
between groups and countries within its research. Radical geography embraced topics of 
socio-economic conflicts and argued for an ethically engaged science (Peet 1998, p.67-68; 
Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 70-71).  
 
Both these approaches initially continued the dualism between the physical environment 
and the social world. The physical nature was seen as the material surroundings of society. 
The focus of humanistic geographers was on the human relation to these surroundings as 
places with particular emphasis on the emotional experience. The radical geographers based 
their perception of the physical environment on their inspiration of historical materialism. 
The environment thus became instrumental to human society and production, mere 
resources for human use (Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 74, 160). 
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From the late 1970s, the “environmental crisis” was becoming an increasing scientific 
concern, and researchers became in need of a new definition of the relationship between 
society and nature. It was necessary to recognize that the physical environment was a 
prerequisite to society and that changes in the physical world held a significant role in 
society. At the same time, society also had a significant impact on the physical world. In 
short, the two could no longer be seen apart but had to be united (Agnew 1996, p. 6; 
Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 162). Therefore a more holistic perspective of ecology and 
landscapes developed, in which the environment and humans are perceived as 
interdependent. Ontologically, the physical environment and society/man thus should not 
be separated. The result was a cross-disciplinary approach that integrated the natural 
sciences and social sciences in understanding the environmental problem and challenges 
(Huggett and Perkins 2004, p. 226; Hansen and Simonsen 2004, p. 162). 
 
Both the humanistic and the radical geography moved along with this holistic approach. 
Radical geography developed approaches such as Political Ecology, with the perspective 
that understanding socio-economic conditions and power relations is vital in explaining and 
understanding environmental degradation (Bryant and Bailey 1997, p. 17). Humanistic 
geographies took a more cultural turn, focusing on the cultural and perceptual meanings of 
the natural environment. The approach thus included the subjective dimension of the 
relationship between man and the environment as ways of explaining environmental 
changes and how people reacted to them (Claval and Entrikin 2004, p. 38).  
 
The perspective of this project is thus a continuation of this recent development within 
modern humanistic geography, as it emphasizes the need to understand human perceptions 
and interpretations in the relationship between man and nature. The more particular focus 
of this project on environmental values and how these conflict is related to Cultural 
Geography, with its emphasis on meaning and interpretation of the environment, as well as 
the social construction and reproduction of this meaning (Cloke et. al. 2005, p. 13).  
 
This project is thus based on a light social constructivist perspective, in that the 
environment is considered a social construction to the degree that humans are interpretive 
beings, and what they experience is thus a reality filtered through their foundation for 
perceiving the world, including their culture, personal experience etc. Ontologically, I do 
not deny the existence or importance of a physical reality, however. As John S. Dryzek 
(1997, p. 10) writes: “…just because something is socially interpreted does not make it 
unreal”. The social constructivist perspective is significant to this project, as it emphasize 
that people can interpret the same natural phenomenon very differently, and thereby also 
that peoples representations of the environment should be considered based on their 
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perspective, rather than a universal truth (Cloke et. al. 2005, p. 11-13). Thus, people assign 
different meanings to environmental change such as deforestation, and thereby also view 
both outcomes and solutions differently. The conflicts surrounding the CF bill can therefore 
be understood as different interpretations and representations of the issue. 
 
2.2.2. Hermeneutic interpretation 
In order to analyze these interpretations and meanings of the environment, I work with a 
hermeneutic interpretive methodology, mainly inspired by the approach of Hans Georg 
Gadamer and Anthony Giddens. According to the hermeneutic approach, people interpret 
their world and ascribe meaning to it, and a social scientist therefore has to interpret that 
meaning. According to Blaikie (1993, p. 64) this “…require us to look beyond what is said 
to what is being taken for granted while it is being said”. To understand the conflict 
surrounding the CF bill, it is therefore necessary to look beyond the immediate arguments 
to examine their underlying positions, the environmental values. This will be done by 
applying the double hermeneutic approach developed by Anthony Giddens. This approach 
emphasize that since the social world sought analyzed is already interpreted and ascribed 
meaning by its participants, social research is based on a double interpretation, where the 
researcher has to interpret the interpretations of another. Therefore, in order to interpret the 
meanings of the policy actors, it is also necessary to understand the frame in which these 
meanings are interpreted (Blaikie 1993, p. 188). 
 
In analyzing the environmental values of the actors involved with the CF issue, it is 
therefore important to understand the context of which these actors interprets the 
environment and the CF bill. I have thus sought to establish a thorough understanding of 
the Thai political system, Thai environmentalism, the policy actors and particularly the CF 
policy issue, in order to facilitate a better understanding of the ‘frames of meaning’ of the 
actors (Blaikie 1993, p. 189). 
 
Another aspect of the hermeneutic approach is that the preconception or bias of the 
researcher cannot be disregarded. As the researcher also interprets the world continually, no 
science can be construed as being completely free of subjective interpretation (Hansen and 
Simonsen 2004, p. 121). The research in this project is thus based on my preconceptions 
regarding the CF Bill. For me, the CF has seemed an obvious, if not solution, then at least 
progress, compared to the current situation in Thai forest management. I have sought to 
remain aware of this bias. Finally, true to the principles of interpretive science (Neuman 
1997, p. 72), this project should thus not be seen as a final answer to the cause of the long 
policy-making process of the CF Bill in Thailand, but rather as one possible explanation, 
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placed within the context of the theoretical perspective used, the data collected, and the 
personal interpretation of me as a researcher.  
 
2.3. Actor perspective 
While this project is essentially actor oriented, as it emphasize and study the perceptions 
and actions of the individual, this should not be seen as an advocacy of the voluntarist 
agent, that actors are essentially unrestricted by social structures. Rather, the perspective 
applied in this project is inspired by structuration theories, particular that of Anthony 
Giddens. Giddens define the relationship between actors and structures as interrelated, 
since actors draw upon the rules and resources of the social structures in their social 
interaction, as well as unintentionally reproduce these structures (Giddens 1979, p. 5; 
Giddens 1984, p. 5). This project thus consider the actions of the actors involved with the 
CF policy-making process a consequence of their personal perceptions and values, but also 
conditioned by the structures in which they act, their organization affiliation, the political 
system of Thailand and the nature of the policy debate surrounding the CF bill. 
 
2.4. Research methods 
The purpose of the research conducted in this project has been to establish the 
environmental values of the policy actors involved with the CF policy-making process. 
This have been accomplished in a field study through the use of qualitative research 
methods of interviewing and text analysis, and literature studies of the policy-making 
process of the CF bill. The following sections will elaborate this approach and my 
methodological considerations. 
 
2.4.1. Interview methodology 
The object of the research of this project is the political actors involved with the CF policy, 
wherefore my research has been centered on the political elites and professionals, which are 
involved with the policy issue, as defined by the ACF (Sabatier 1993, p. 241). According to 
the theoretical perspective applied in this project, the actors involved with the CF policy 
issue form coalitions with similar belief systems, including environmental values. Thus the 
data required for this analysis is the environmental values of the members of the coalitions, 
active in the CF issue. A significant challenge of the research process has therefore been to 
secure that each coalition was adequately represented by enough actors. This allegiance of 
the policy actors turned out to be difficult to determine in advance. 
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As the important policy actors according to this framework is the policy actors involved 
with a policy issue, the selection of respondents have not been based on random selection, 
but of careful research into the policy issue in order to determine what actors should be 
interviewed. Based on these sources of background data, I have determined a number of 
NGO’s, researchers, government departments or named government official which would 
be relevant respondents. Due to the general election in Thailand at the time of my research, 
I rejected to seek out politicians, who were campaigning in their home provinces.  
 
The respondent group defined by the ACF policy analysis methodology is know as elites 
and professionals. Interviews with these groups are based on different methodological 
considerations than research with local or randomly selected people on the street. The main 
problem lies in gaining access. Interviews with professionals and elites are obtained 
differently as one often has to go through ‘channels’ to obtain access to even ask for the 
interview. To gain access, one must therefore prepare a strategy based on the knowledge of 
that particular groups of elite or professionals, such as how busy they are, how they prefer 
to be approached (telephone, secretary etc.), and what angle would be best to present the 
research topic in (Andersen 2002, p. 233; Ostrander 1995, p. 135). In accordance with the 
ACF methodology, I had compiled a list of 11 respondents, whom I knew to have been 
involved with the CF policy issue at one point. Between this list and the further suggestions 
of whom to contact, I was able to conduct 11 interviews (see Appendix 1), of which 2 led to 
no useful information, as the actors did not turn out to be directly involved. 
 
I have employed a very loose structure in these interviews, known as a checklist (Ostrander 
1995, p. 146). My choice of this method is based on the type of data needed and the 
character of my respondents. The main purpose of the interviews were to get the opinion on 
the CF bill from the policy representative of each important institution and organization, as 
well as from the single individuals I knew to be involved with the bill. I also sought to get 
more insider information on the bill and the decision-making process surrounding it, as 
there have only been a limited number of sources on the subject in English. Thus I did not 
want to restrict the answers of the respondents too much by either over-structuring the 
subjects discussed or limiting the answers possible. Rather, I wished to hear what avenues 
of subjects each respondent would touch upon when given only the main subject, CF 
management and the passing of the bill. 
 
When studying elites and professionals, Susan Ostrander (1995, p. 146) recommends the 
use of a checklist of issues or questions, rather than having a structured list of questions. 
There are several reasons for this. First of all, it establishes a good rapport with 
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professionals and elites. As Anderson points out (2002, p. 232), these are not ‘normal’ 
people to be either intimidated or shy when approached by researchers. They require a 
different interview ‘style’ where the respondent is more free to speak his or her mind. Also, 
these actors are likely to restrain their answers in order for them not to reveal too much. It 
can therefore be difficult to get ‘the truth’ of the matter from them. Again, a checklist helps 
set a good tone in the interview as a relaxed conversation rather than a brisk pace of 
questions is more conductive. Finally, elites and professionals often know more about the 
issue than the interviewer and may therefore reveal new information. The checklist method 
leaves room to explore such new avenues (Ostrander 1995, p. 145-146). 
 
During the fieldwork, I therefore used the checklist method to conduct the interviews (for 
interview checklist, see appendix 3). I found that this method worked well, as I obtained a 
lot of useful and unexpected information. My initial question was phrased as the main 
question I wanted them to answer, that is what their opinion was of community forests in 
Thailand. From there the respondents themselves chose what avenue to take, which in itself 
were very enlightening. As was intended, the interviews became flowing conversations 
rather than an interrogation. Thus, the method produced good comprehensive interviews 
which not only contained the data anticipated necessary for the analysis but also 
information which the respondent sought relevant, and placed within the context of his or 
her own understanding of the issue. This contributed to establishing a context of 
understanding for each actor by which to analyze the meaning placed on the issue. 
 
2.4.2. Secondary data  
A few key actors were not available for interviews or were not involved at the time of 
research. Three of these have been included in the analysis based on secondary data. These 
actors and the sources are presented in table 2.1. 
 
Organisation Source 
Dhammanaat Foundation Quotes in research rapports, books. 
Ministry of Natural Resources 
and the Environment  Minister statements in newspapers 
Senators Translated transcript of the March 15, 2002 Senate debate on the CF Bill (Appendix 6) 
Table 2.1. Policy actors analyzed based on secondary data. 
 
I was unable to secure an interview with the Dhammanaat Foundation, a key organization 
in the opposition to the inclusion of protected areas in the CF Bill. I have therefore sought 
to establish their views based on quotes in other research rapports and books on the issue. 
The Minister of Natural Resources and the Environment have played an increasingly 
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central role in the CF policy-making process in the months after my field research, 
wherefore this analysis will be based on his statements and actions as reported in the 
newspapers. Finally, I have obtained a translated transcript of the 2002 Senate debate on the 
CF bill (see Appendix 6). The transcript is most likely incomplete, but as it represents an 
equal amount of senators in favor and opposed allowing community forests inside the 
protected areas, is should be somewhat representative. 
 
The data obtained through secondary sources is potentially less reliable, than the data I 
have gathered myself and with the specific purpose of this analysis. But, as most of the 
secondary data, such as the quotes of Dhammanaat and the opinions of the senators, have 
been confirmed through the interviews made, I have found that the general reliability is 
adequate. Thus the analysis of the views of the policy actors based on these data is more 
limited than those based on the interviews, but still functional for my purposes. 
 
2.4.3. Method of data analysis 
While the primary purpose of my interviews was to generate data from which I could 
interpret the environmental values of the respondents, I also gained a lot of information 
regarding the policy-making process and the CF bill in general.  
 
My analysis of the interviews has therefore been separated into two categories: 
1. Context data: Explanations, opinions and facts about the policy-making process  
2. Opinion data: Opinion of the bill, arguments for or against the bill.  
 
The first category has mainly been used in the discussion of the policy-making process and 
its context, as a supplement and verification of written data, as well as insider information. 
As my respondents were deeply involved with the CF issue, they have important insights 
into the situation regarding the bill. Also, some had access or were involved in the most 
recent development of the bill, and were thereby able to keep me updated. 
 
The second category of data has been used to analyze the views and values of the actors 
involved, with particular focus on their environmental values. This analysis has been based 
on a deductive analytical process, where theoretically established categories are applied, 
rather than searching the data for common and distinctive features which could then be 
transformed into categories for coding (the inductive process) (Rasmussen & Østergaard 
2002, p. 94). I have actually applied two sets of analytical categories for analysis. I have 
first coded for the following categories: 
• Whether the actor is for or against CF? 
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• Whether the actor is for or against CF inside the protected areas? 
Secondly, I have applied the coding structure provided by the ACF, modified for this 
project (See section 3.5.). This structure includes various views related to the policy issue 
of the CF Bill. Also, however, this structure contains some distinctive categories of 
environmental values, which I have defined in Chapter 4. I have thus analyzed the data 
based on these categories; first by coding for the issues established by my categories, and 
then by interpreting the meaning of these statements. 
 
2.5. Literary sources 
My literary studies have been based on multiple kinds of sources, including newspaper 
articles, academic articles and books, and data and materials placed on the internet, 
including an (presumably) incomplete transcript of the 2003 senate debate on the CF bill.  
 
Quite an amount of this information was found on the Internet, particularly many of the 
research rapports. The Internet has also been significant, however, to stay informed of 
ongoing events and debates in Thailand, as I am studying an ongoing political issue. I have 
therefore kept up with the Thai news on a daily basis through the two main English 
language newspapers in Thailand, the Nation and The Bangkok Post.  
 
A significant restriction of my literary sources has been the language. Although my 
interpreter have made a few interpretations of crucial data (such as the Senate transcription) 
most of my sources have been published in English and are written by English speaking 
authors. This has led to several problems. First of all, it has been difficult to obtain 
government documents or the writings of some NGO’s. These are in Thai and have thereby 
not even been possible for me to locate, let alone analyze. Secondly, I must assume that 
some ‘insider’ data and Thai views could be missing, as only a few of my sources are Thai. 
As the focus of much of my data lies within the debate, I have regretted my inability to 
follow the Thai press writing on the subject. Only the English language newspapers have 
been sources to the public debate, and these must be said to be very biased towards a 
foreign/development perspective. Finally, the English sources sometime seem to be 
suffering from a similar lack of sources, as there is a significant amount of ‘insider 
references’ where my sources refer to each other. To counter this, I have sought to either to 
seek the original reference or triangulate important data by using several accounts.  
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2.5.1. Discussion of the quality of my data 
The analysis and conclusion of this project will be significantly restrained by a lack of 
complete information on the actors involved with this policy issue. One major constraint 
has been the lack of an interview with the Dhammanaat Foundation (DF), supposedly the 
most significant NGO opposing the CF bill. Nor have I been able to find any publications 
by them in English. Thus I have had to rely on second-hand sources only. 
 
Also, the analysis has been limited by my ability to research the less obvious actors and 
interests of the CF Issue. As the CF bill concerns valuable resources in which there are 
significant economic interests, I can not be certain that I have identified all actors involved 
with the issue. I have had to rely of the records, sources, and interviews, which I have 
made. Also, it is quite likely that some of the actors have interests which I have not been 
able to determine. As I have had to rely on the sources available, any more subtle interests 
which have not been made public has therefore been difficult to identify. 
 
Finally, most of the actors I have identified and interviewed have been in favor of the full 
version of the CF bill. This was not an intentional partiality, as several of the respondents 
surprised me with their positive attitude towards the bill. The result has been that I have a 
much better insight into the views and values of those in favor of allowing CF management 
inside the protected areas than those who oppose this version of the CF bill.   
 
2.5.2. Recent developments 
Studying political processes is like studying a river; it is constantly changing. Since my 
fieldwork in February 2005, the policy-making process of the CF bill in Thailand has 
continued and new developments occurred, some of vital importance to the analysis of this 
project. Thus, the problematic policy-process, which is the subject of this project, may have 
been resolved, as a recent vote has accepted a possible solution. Yet, the history of the bill 
has shown that nothing is certain, and new periods of conflict may negate the recent 
decision. This development has been essential to this project, as it to some degree 
contradicted the conclusion that could be drawn from the data collected in Thailand. 
Therefore these developments have been important to integrate in the analysis. The closer 
to completion of this project, however, the more difficult these developments has been 
incorporate, and I have been forced to draw a line a month before completion to stop 
including new events into the analysis. Not only has these continuous developments made 
for a difficult study subject, but the data on these developments has also been limited to 
news-paper articles, from which the actual state of consensus or conflict have been difficult 
to gauge. 
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Chapter 3. Values in Public policy-making 
 
3.1. Introduction 
The purpose of following chapter is to define a theoretical frame of explanation for 
analyzing how the conflict of environmental values might have affected the policy-making 
process of the community forest bill in Thailand. When discussing how values influence 
policy-making it is necessary to establish a larger understanding of policy-making 
processes. The following chapter will therefore begin by discussing different approaches of 
policy analysis and how values have been understood within these. Based on these 
discussions, the two frameworks of explanation chosen to analyze the CF bill in Thailand 
will then be presented, and it will be discussed how they will be applied in this project. 
 
3.2. Politics and public policy 
Politics is a word with many meanings. The broadest definition is according to Heywood 
(1997, p. 4) that it includes conflict and corporation; conflict between interests, opinions, 
wants and needs, and corporation to reconcile these differences into the rules by which 
people live. Public policy is political decisions made on a government level which define 
how a certain area should be dealt with. Thus public policy is a larger plan of intent 
covering a “bundle of decisions” (Hauge et al. 1998, p. 256). For a policy analyst, however, 
it is not only the resulting public policy which is of interest, but also the policy which is not 
made. It is important to understand why governments sometimes do not act. Thomas Dye 
(1995, p. 2) defines public policy as “…whatever governments choose to do or not do”. I 
find this definition of Dye to be the most suitable for the purposes of this project, as it is the 
very lack of a government decision on the CF issue which is the motivation of this study. 
 
3.2.1. Policy Analysis - Policy-making Processes 
The analysis of public policy, explaining why certain decisions are made over others, how 
actors behave in the process, and why, etc, has evolved into a large and complex research 
field. There are many aspects of policy which have become the focus of analysis, including 
how policies are developed, how policy decisions are made, the contents of policy, and the 
consequences of policy (Dye 1995, p. 5). The focus of this project is on the difficult process 
of defining and passing the CF bill in Thailand. This perspective is by Erik Rasmussen 
(1971, p. 95) defined as the policy-making process or “the overall process of achieving 
public policy”. Bill Jenkings (1997, p. 31) argues that a policy analyst must be conscious of 
the relationship between policy content from policy-making process. Content and process 
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can be analyzed as interdependent, or the policy process can be analyzed conceptually and 
thus separate from the content. This discussion is significant as to what aspect of the policy 
process is sought analyzed. As this project seek to analyze how the conflict of 
environmental values can affect the policy-making process of the CF bill, I thus seek to 
connect content with process, since the values of actors are connected to the empirical 
subject of the policy. 
 
3.2.2. Values in policy-making 
Values, which in policy literature also are defined as ideas, perceptions, ideology, and 
beliefs, has not been the subject of much attention within public policy theory as an 
independent factor until recently (Parsons 1995, p. 178). They have been examined in 
philosophical discussions but rarely applied into policy analysis (Heineman et. al. 2002, p. 
4). Rather, within the primary models of policy analysis, particularly the rational choice 
theory, it has been assumed that self-interest have been the prime motivator for human 
action. Economic and political self-interest have been the most common explanations for 
political behavior (John 1998, p. 154). Self-interest does not necessarily exclude feelings 
and values. It can also include the ‘desires’ or preferences of an actor, including emotional 
and altruistic self-interests (John 1998, p. 118, Heineman et. al. 2002, p. 35). In this project, 
self-interest is used to define the political motive of gaining what is thought the best 
outcome for one self, rather than what is best for others, such as those to whom a policy is 
supposed to apply. Thus self-interest is placed opposite the concept of ‘the public interest’ 
(Stone 2002, p. 21), here understood as what is in the best interest of for society or the 
particular group or problem sought relieved. 
 
Within political theory, the most common understanding of both the policy-making process 
as a whole and decision-making within it has been of policy-making process as rational. 
This approach to policy and decision-making has its theoretical origin in economic theory 
and its concept of the economically rational individual, ‘Homo Economicus’, where the 
individual is assumed to act rationally and purely in his own self-interest (John 1998, p. 
118; Parsons 1995, p. 272). The rational policy-making model, however, is based on the 
policymaker making rational decisions in order to maximize public benefit. This is 
achieved by having full knowledge of all preferences in society and how they are relatively 
weighted, as well as all policy alternatives and their consequences. This degree of full 
knowledge is of course not possible and one of the main critiques of the rationalist model is 
that it assumes that all values, economic and normative, can be known and measured (Dye 
1995, p. 28). These problems have been addressed by Nobel prize-winner Herbert Simon, 
whose ‘amendment’ of the rational policy-making model, Bounded Theory, is widely 
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applied in modern political theory. Bounded theory states that actors may intend to be 
rational, but they are limited by incomplete knowledge, resources, and competing interests 
(March 1994, p. 9; Heywood 2002, p. 401). 
 
In recent decades, policy analysts have increased their attention to the role of values in 
policy-making processes. Thus policy theories have increasingly recognized that actors 
draw upon a set of values in the form of concepts, ideas and worldviews. These influence 
all their perceptions leading to individual preferences and interpretations of any situation, 
and thus influence individual action, including decision-making (Howlett and Ramesh 
1995, p. 109). According to Peter John (1998, p. 146), many existing policy approaches 
have revised their models of explanation to include this perspective. Also, a range of new 
approaches has developed, which focuses exclusively on values as the main explanation of 
policy processes and policy change. John calls these for “Ideas-based approaches”. These 
approaches consider values an independent force within the policy process and are 
characterized by a focus on the role of values in defining knowledge, in learning, and in 
general policy discourse (John 1998, p. 154-155). 
 
I have chosen to divide these “Ideas-based approaches” into two categories which I find 
functional in explaining the role of values in policy-making: those who focus on values as 
being fought over and those who focus on values being fought with. Most theories do not 
necessarily exclude one or the other, but view one of these to be more significant in policy-
making than the other. 
 
Fighting over values 
The first category of analytical models focuses on values as being fought over and is 
concerned with explaining how values influence decision-making and policy change within 
the policy process. Sir Geoffrey Vickers concept of value-judgments and Sabatier’s 
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) is two examples of models within this category. 
These models concentrate on the role of values as a standard by which judgment is made. 
Vickers argue: “The value judgments of men and societies cannot be proved correct or 
incorrect; they can only be approved as right or condemned as wrong by the exercise of 
another value judgment” (Hogwood and Gunn 1984, p. 133).  
 
Fighting with values 
The second category focuses on values as being fought with through political discourse. It 
is concerned with how policy-makers use values and the language of values to define 
political issues and thereby asserting influence on the policy-making process (Hogwood 
and Gunn 1984, p. 108-109; Stone 2002, p. 328). According to these models of 
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explanation, politics consist of competing values expressed through problems and proposed 
solutions. Thus, people still fight over values, but the focus of these models is more on the 
influence of the fight with values in politics. Those advocating the various values seek to 
gain enough allies and support to obtain their goal through arguments and presentation of 
evidence. Thus, policy change is determined by which problems and solutions that is 
promoted the best. Advocacy is thus the key to policy change (John 1998, p. 154-155). 
 
In this project I will apply two of the “Ideas-based approaches” to explain the CF policy-
making process, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), developed by Paul A. Sabatier 
and Frank C. Jenkins-Smith, which perceives the policy-making process as a fight over 
values, and the Policy Paradox framework (PPF) by Deborah Stone, which explain policy 
processes as fights with values. The two approaches hold both complementary and 
contradictory perspectives to the role of values. According to the ACF, values are the main 
focus of all political conflict and cooperation. The framework defines values as static and 
very difficult to change, thereby making policy conflicts difficult to resolve based on 
negotiation and debate (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49). The PPF also views 
values as the main cause of political conflict and cooperation, but define values as dynamic 
as they constantly change in the context of the political debate. Thus the conflict with 
values becomes the source of political development, as they drive the process forward, 
changing views and ideas along the way (Stone 2002, p. 34). In the following I will further 
present these two approaches and how they will be applied in this project. 
 
3.3. The Advocacy Coalition Framework 
The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) was developed by Paul A. Sabatier and Hank 
C. Jenkins-Smith in the 1980s and has evolved since by the continued research and 
empirical testing by these and other researchers (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 154). 
The ACF is considered a pioneer approach in policy analysis as it has synthesized a number 
of other approaches and theories of the policy process. According to John (1998, p. 169-
171) it is therefore more capable of explaining policy change than many other analysis 
models. The framework is innovative as it considers values (beliefs) to be the primary 
‘glue’ of politics, rather than self-interest (Parsons 1995, p. 195). The ACF seeks to explain 
policy change, but I will here maintain that the ACF is also capable of explaining the lack 
of policy change, which is witnessed in the policy-making process of the CF bill in 
Thailand. For my purposes, the focus must be on the belief systems and the implications of 
these on the policy-making process and the prospects of policy change. Thus the following 
presentation will reflect a limited version of the otherwise very comprehensive framework. 
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The ACF was developed with the US policy process in mind. Thus it could be assumed that 
the ACF would not be nearly as functional where civil society is less organized in their 
attempts to influence policy makers (Parsons 1995, p. 200). Encouraged by Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith, the ACF have been tested on a number of cases and political systems since 
it was first developed, however, indicating that the ACF is applicable in more diverse 
political systems (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 125).  
 
3.3.1 Policy Subsystem 
The ACF analysis is based on the policy subsystem approach. According to John (1998, p. 
8), this approach has become a central perspective in policy studies. It was developed by 
Theodore Lowi, who argued that each policy issue should be analyzed in its own right and 
that each issue encompasses a unique political environment. A policy subsystem is thus the 
political context regarding a particular policy issue and consists of policy actors who are 
active in seeking influence on that issue (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 119). Policy 
subsystems are formed when policy actors find that a specific political issue has not been 
addressed and take action to promote the issue and their views (Sabatier 1988, p. 138).  
 
The ACF use the policy subsystem approach to define the political issue, its context, and its 
actors. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999, p. 135-137) stress that the definition of a policy 
subsystem must be very precise, as the borders of the political issue defines the actors 
which should be considered relevant for the analysis. According to the ACF, a policy 
subsystem is defined by how it relates to other policy systems. A subsystem can be nested 
within a larger policy system, or it can overlap with other subsystems. Thus the definition 
of the policy issue among a series of interrelated subsystems can also be a methodological 
choice based on the issue sought analyzed (Sabatier 2005, pers.com.). 
 
The policy subsystem approach is elitist, as it concentrates on the individual actors who 
have direct influence on the policy- and decision-making process of an issue (John 1998, p. 
7-8). Thus it is not interest groups, political parties or institutions which are relevant, but 
the individual actors representing these groups in the policy-making process. This focus on 
elite opinion is based on the view that while public opinion may influence policy makers it 
is policy makers and their motives and perceptions which are critical to the policy-making 
process (Sabatier 1988, p. 131). According to the ACF, actors in the policy subsystem are 
thus those who are actively involved with the policy-making process and who play 
important roles in policy formulation, dissemination, implementation, or evaluation. These 
include government officials, elected politicians, interest group representatives, journalists, 
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researchers, and policy analysts, as well as relevant actors on all levels of government, 
including local implementing officials (Sabatier 1988, p. 119).  
 
3.3.2. Advocacy coalitions 
The ACF view the policy-making process as a result of competing coalitions of actors who 
seeks to translate their political views into public policy. The ACF is thus related to policy 
network theories which stress the importance of the interactions and relationships between 
policy actors in terms of network formations (John 1998, p. 66, 169). The ACF assume that 
political actors group together in what Sabatier (1988, p. 131, 139, 141) define as advocacy 
coalitions, which consist of policy actors who are bound together by shared values (belief 
system), and “…show a non trivial degree of coordinated activity over time”. 
 
Advocacy coalitions seek to achieve their policy objectives by influencing policy-making 
through what Sabatier define as guidance instruments, such as changing of budgets, 
affecting the hiring of staff, pursue new legislation, persuade agency official to change their 
views, or influence public opinion (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 227).  
 
 
   Figure 3.1: ACF diagram (Sabatier 1998, p. 102) 
 
As can be seen in the diagram of the framework in figure 3.1, the ability of coalitions to 
influence the policy-making process is constrained by two sets of external factors. These 
include both more stable parameters, such as the resource geography of a society, the 
culture and social structure, and the constitutional structure of the political system, and less 
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stable factors such as socio-economic conditions and public opinion (Sabatier 1988, p. 136-
137; Sabatier 1998, p.102). These factors are critical to coalitions as they influence the 
political resources of coalitions, such as money, supporters, expertise, and authority, and 
thereby their ability to influence the policy-making process (Sabatier 1988, p. 142-143). 
 
3.3.3. Values and belief systems 
ACF presupposes that advocacy coalitions are based on policy actors having shared values 
and preferences. In line with Herbert Simon’s ‘bounded rationality’, the ACF perceive the 
individual’s ability to process and analyze information as limited, and that the complex 
information involved with policy-making processes therefore is filtered by their 
“preexisting normative and perceptional beliefs” (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 
131). According to the ACF, the normative motives are more fundamental than short term 
economic and political interests, and therefore the political motives of policy actors will be 
based on their beliefs, rather than self-interest. The framework thus rejects the rational view 
that policy actors primarily are motivated by their short term self-interests, but beliefs 
systems are “highly correlated with self-interest” since interests are often determined by the 
belief system (Sabatier 1988, p. 142). 
 
According to the ACF, all policies and policy goals are therefore based on some implicit 
value priorities and perceptions of a problem and its extent, as well as its possible solutions 
(Sabatier 1998, p. 131, 141). These should according to the framework be analyzed as 
beliefs systems. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith define belief systems are sets of values in a 
hieratical structure which can be seen in figure 3.2. 
 
Deep core Policy core Secondary aspects 
Fundamental normative values 
that are a part of a personal 
philosophy. The right-left political 
division Is included at this level. 
Policy positions and strategies for 
achieving deep core beliefs within 
that policy subsystem, and include 
perceptions of the policy problems 
seriousness, causes and solutions. 
Instrumental decisions and 
information necessary to 
implement and regulate policy 
core values. 
Very difficult         Moderately easy 
 
    Susceptibility to Change  
 
 Figure 3.2: Values susceptibility to change. Adapted from Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 121-122. 
 
The assumption that the more fundamental values of the belief system is difficult to change 
is essential in the ACF explanation of the role of values in the policy-making process. The 
ACF compares the changing of deep core values to religious conversion, thus being very 
difficult to change. Policy core values are less fundamentally held and can be changed 
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although it is still difficult. The secondary aspects of a belief system are more easily 
changed and can often be negotiated (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 122). 
 
The ACF consider values to be the “glue” of advocacy coalitions as values bring coalitions 
together and keeps them stable. Actors within a coalition will mainly agree on core values 
and to a lesser extent secondary aspects (Sabatier 1988, p. 146). Deep and policy core 
values will most often correspond as policy core beliefs are a result of deep core beliefs as 
they “serve to translate the deep core into political practice” (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993, p. 242). According to the ACF, core beliefs will not change unless in the face of 
overwhelming evidence (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 125). Sabatier even goes so 
far as to state that a coalition “…will not abandon those (core, red.) beliefs merely to stay in 
power, although it may well abandon secondary aspects and even try to incorporate some 
of the opponents’ core as secondary aspects of the program” (Sabatier 1988, p. 148). 
 
3.3.4. Conflicts of values 
Since advocacy coalitions are based on shared values and these are difficult to change, the 
consequences of conflicts of values in a policy subsystem can be significant. According to 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, the level of conflict in a policy subsystem “…reflects the 
degree of incompatibility of basic beliefs of competing coalitions”. This incompatibility is 
characterized by the extent by which the opinions of the coalitions threaten each others core 
values. Thus, the more directly the core values of two or more coalitions are in dispute, the 
higher the level of conflict (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49). The degree of conflict 
in the policy subsystem has important consequences. First of all, the higher the level of 
conflict the more incentive coalitions have to allocate resources to prove and promote their 
policy goal. Also, the higher the level of conflict, the less perceptive the coalitions become 
to arguments and information which threaten their core values (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1993, p. 49). When a policy conflict is only moderate, neither coalition feels that their core 
values are particularly threatened by the disputed issue. The outcome of moderate conflicts 
are often that only a limited amount of resources are committed by the coalitions to 
promoting their beliefs, and that a certain amount of flexibility is available in discussions 
and negotiations (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49-50). 
 
The higher level of conflict the more stable coalitions tend to be. Conflicts of core values 
bring about a situation where coalitions become strongly united and unyielding in their 
views (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 129). This, it should be noted, is only the case 
in mature policy subsystems. The ACF distinguish between recently established (nascent) 
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subsystems, which will have a greater disparity of beliefs and coalitions, and mature 
subsystems, which will have developed into fewer, more consistent coalitions. Therefore, 
the ACF is based on the premise that policy change cannot be understood without a long 
time perspective of a decade or more, since a policy issue and coalitions need time to fully 
develop (Sabatier 1988, p. 140; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 135-136). 
 
Once a policy subsystem has become mature, however, conflicts of core values become a 
serious obstacle to constructive dialogue and negotiation. Sabatier uses the concept of 
policy-oriented learning to define the situation where one coalition are ‘convinced’ by the 
arguments of another coalition and changes its core values permanently (Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 123). In other words, coalitions learns something new which they 
have to accept as true and which alters their belief system in regards to perceptions of the 
problem or solution. The ACF assumes that learning is instrumental to coalitions since they 
constantly seek information that will validate their core beliefs, but there often need to be 
overwhelming evidence before coalitions change fundamental values in their belief systems 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 148). Therefore, when coalitions with conflicting 
cores beliefs debate, “the tendency is for each coalition to talk past the other and thus for a 
‘dialogue of the deaf’ to persist until external conditions dramatically alter the power 
balance within the subsystem” (Sabatier 1988, p. 155).  
 
Because core values are so difficult to change, policy change will rarely happen as a result 
of constructive dialogue and discussing of data. Rather, policy change is mostly likely 
caused by external events or changes which alter the restraints or resources of a coalition 
and enable it to ‘beat’ the other. Sabatier (1988, p. 148) argues that: “The policy core 
attributes of a governmental action program are unlikely to be changed in the absence of 
significant perturbations external to the subsystem”. According to the ACF, the stable 
parameters rarely change within a period of one to a few decades, and seldom cause great 
disturbances to the subsystem. The dynamic factors, such as public opinion or changes in 
the government coalition, are therefore more likely to be a catalyst for major policy change 
(Sabatier 1988, p.  134). 
 
The ACF finds that a compromise between otherwise conflicting coalitions is possible 
when the al the coalitions view the current situation as unacceptable. A consensus process 
is thus characterized by an agreement which all coalitions view as an improvement over the 
status quo (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 149). Thus, the ACF contends that a 
compromise can be established, but not until a policy-making process is so critical that a 
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policy change must take place, and that the coalitions are willing to give up or compromise 
on key issues of their belief system, in order to facilitate policy change. 
 
The ACF is thus centered on the role of values in policy-making as the primary focus of 
conflicts regarding policy, but also as the main constraint in policy-making. When 
coalitions conflict over beliefs or values, the process are slowed. It doesn’t necessarily 
stagnate, since advocacy coalition will seek to increase their resource and have strategies of 
guidance instruments, but is does reduce the possibility of a political consensus being 
made. The main force of policy change in policy subsystems where core beliefs are in 
conflict will therefore be the influence of external events on the policy subsystem.  
 
3.3.5. Critique and reflections on the Advocacy Coalition Framework 
While the ACF is both very comprehensive and detailed, there are some critical difficulties 
within the framework, which must be addressed. The main limitation of the ACF is its 
assumption that the values of policy actors can be readily identified from official 
documents, statements, speeches etc. The framework presupposes that the speaker is telling 
the truth and does not take into account that this could be strategic representation or 
‘spinning’ on a popular issue (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 243). Schlager and 
Blomquist (1996, p. 661) thus criticize the ACF for discounting strategic representation of 
values based on self-interests: “One is left in stead to presume that individuals act naively 
on the basis of their beliefs, and that they do not misrepresent their policy preferences 
when attempting to attain more preferred outcomes”.  
 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993, p. 243) argue that, while liable to ‘spin’ on issues to the 
public, policy elites will restrain from doing so with the fellow actors within the policy 
subsystem. Policy actors will seek to maintain consistent beliefs within the policy 
subsystem, in order to uphold both credibility and support. I disagree with this position. In 
this modern day of technical advances and democratic openness, most political speeches 
and statements are made public. Corridor talks, strategy meetings, and closed negotiations 
will perhaps avoid being transcribed or made public, but these are not the sources of a 
policy analysis. Therefore, the sources used for analyzing belief systems cannot today be 
spilt into those made public and those made only to fellow elite actors. To maintain support 
and look consistent, it could thus be argued that actors will either have to be consistently 
sincere, or ‘spin’ all the time. Thus, a serious limitation of an ACF analysis is the liability 
that the statement is so strategically presented that the ‘true’ opinion of the presenter is lost. 
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Also, the ACF assume that belief systems will be relatively complex and but internally 
consistent because the actors are policy elites. In contrast to the general public, policy elites 
are presumed to have put more thought behind establishing a coherent belief system 
(Sabatier 1988, p. 143-144). But Hogwood and Gunn (1984, p. 114) argue that an 
individual sometime have contradicting beliefs which cannot be reconciled, leading to 
actions which goes against the advocated beliefs. The values in question in this project, 
environmental values, are not always completely consistent with the actions that follow. 
Environmentalists often argue for contradictory values depending on the context, and act 
differently than their values would predict (Norton 1991, p. 68-73; Bruun and Kalland, p. 
16). In the light of these problems, I would argue that internal consistency should therefore 
not be assumed but rather assessed in the belief system analysis. 
 
3.4. The Policy Paradox Framework 
The Policy Paradox framework (PPF) by Deborah Stone is mainly focused on values as 
being fought with when explaining policy-making processes. Stone is considered a mild 
social constructivist in that she argues that “we can know reality only by categorizing it, 
naming it, and giving it meaning” (Stone 2002, p. 37; John 2002, p. 157). Stone herself 
does not place her framework in a larger context of policy discourse approaches, but the 
main element of her policy analysis resembles a discourse analysis, however, as it includes 
an analysis of the use of different linguistic methods as well as the different meanings of 
political ideals and how they are represented.  
 
The PPF is a critique of what Stone calls the ‘rationality project’, which idealize rational 
decision-making and disparages any policy process which deviates from this course as less 
perfect. Stone argues that all policy-making is therefore less than perfect, as all policy-
making are influenced by ideas (values) and perceptions (Stone 2002, p. 7-8). According to 
Stone (2002, p. 376), politics is not rational and ordered. Rather, “Politics is the sphere of 
emotion and passion, irrationality, self-interest, shortsightedness, and raw power”.  
 
Stone therefore seeks to explain the policy paradoxes of everyday policy-making, the 
multiple meanings, interpretations and objectives of politics. She does so by making a 
policy analysis framework which centers on the how political actors strategically portray 
issues with the aim of attracting support and allies. Through such strategic representation of 
issues, political boundaries are drawn that defines issues, problems, members, and conflicts. 
Through such boundaries people are defined as being in favor or in opposition and inside 
the conflict or outside the conflict (Stone 2002, p. 33-34). According to the PPF, policy 
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change therefore comes about “through the interaction of mutually defining ideas and 
alliances”. Thus, values influence the way people perceive politics, and politics change 
people’s values. The PPF considers values to be dynamic, as they are constantly influenced 
and reshaped by outside input and forces (Stone 2002, p. 34). 
 
3.4.1. The Polis 
The PPF is based on what Stone calls a polis model of political society. The polis 
constitutes a political community, and public policy is “communities trying to achieve 
something as communities” (Stone 2002, p. 18). But, since there is mostly disagreement 
within political communities of what the problem is and how it should be solved, policy-
making becomes a product of a struggle of different meanings and values. The policy-
making process of the polis is thus shaped by continuous struggle, but also of continuous 
cooperation of policy actors. Politics is thus characterized by groups and coalitions seeking 
to pursue their goals through collective action (Stone 2002, p. 11). 
 
As values are held by the individual, policy-making is ultimately a product of individual 
action. The motivation of individual motivation is for Stone both based on self-interest as 
well as concern for public interest, and the main conflict for the individual policy actor is 
whether to pursue self-interest or what is perceived to be in public interest (Stone 2002, p. 
10-11, 21, 33). This internal conflict of actors is mostly alleviated through the coalitions of 
the polis, as these are more defined by shared values than shared self-interest. Thus, the 
coalitions established in the polis will only to a very limited degree be based on the self-
interest of individuals (Stone 2002, p. 22). According to Stone, while groups within politics 
are motivated to act collectively based on shared values, they are formed and kept 
consistent based on feelings of friendship and loyalty. Thus shared history is also an 
important aspect of group coherence (Stone 2002, p. 10-11, 26-27). 
 
The polis is characterized by being governed by ‘the laws of passion’, which is a broad 
headline for the many phenomena which are influenced by human emotions and behavior. 
This includes that “passion feeds on itself”, meaning that values and political resources 
such as influence, connections, or authority grow with use. Thus, human sentiments and 
passions are not a limited, fixed quantity, but dynamic and expanding phenomenon (Stone 
2002, p. 29). The laws of passion focus on the fact that actions may have greater 
significance than the act itself as people attribute meaning to the act. As the interpretation 
of meaning may differ from person to person, “…things can mean (and therefore be) more 
than one thing at once” (Stone 2002, p. 31).  
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The polis is also characterized by information being interpretive and incomplete. Actors 
use, represent or withhold information strategically in order to promote their own views 
(Stone 2002, p. 28). Thus, policy-making is a process of redefining and advocating policy 
issues and thereby changing the meaning people attach to them. The PPF considers these 
elements of the polis to be the foundation of all power relations within it. The structures 
and representation of values are, according to Stone, the main forms of power in policy-
making. Power is thus used to change the perceptions or behavior of other people, to 
include or exclude certain people from the policy-making process, and to pursue both self-
interest and public interest (Stone 2002, p. 32-34).  
 
3.4.2. The Framework 
The PPF is based on a policy analysis of the advocacy and strategic representation of three 
critical elements of any policy issue: the goal, the problem, and the solution. The goal are 
the expressed political objective, the problem is how reality differs from this goal, and the 
solution is how to make reality become the goal. The main focus of the analytical 
framework is the meaning attributed these three aspects and how they are strategically 
represented by actors in the polis (Stone 2002, p. 11). 
 
Policy goals are, according to Stone, based on ultimate values which are promoted as the 
objective of a policy. The same ultimate values, such as equity, liberty, or security may be 
interpreted and presented quite differently. Thus, although actors may use the same 
concept, the meaning is not necessarily the same. Therefore actors and groups fight over 
whose conception should be the one to govern the polis (Stone 2002, p. 133). Problems are 
defined and presented through strategic use of a number of linguistic methods and stories, 
by Stone defined as symbols, numbers, causes, interests, and decisions (Stone 2002, p. 
134). By defining the problem, one also defines the goal. The ‘winning’ definition of the 
problem also has significant influence on the perceptions of appropriate goals and 
solutions. Problem definition is thus “a strategic representation of situations”, where 
groups seek to represent the situation so that it favor their policy goal (Stone 2002, p. 133). 
Finally, the solutions are the methods proposed to achieve the desired goal. By defining a 
solution in terms of strategically significant policy instruments, such as inducements, rules, 
facts, rights, and powers, policy-makers can seek to influence the behavior of others. A 
policy can be, and often are, a combination of a number of these elements. By selectively 
promoting a policy as one or the other policy instrument, advocates and opponents try to 
gain support for their goals (Stone 2002, p. 261-263).  
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3.4.3. Decision-Making and policy change 
According to Stone (2002, p. 241), decision-making in the polis is dynamic and 
complicated:  “Authority on issues of any significance is usually dispersed, shared, 
negotiated, and constantly contested”. For those endowed with the decision-making 
authority, decisions are a problem which must be treated carefully, since a decision always 
will benefit or appease some and disadvantage others. When a decision has to be made, 
individual decision-makers are thus faced with the dilemma of having to decide between 
political self-interest and what is perceived to be in the public interest. According to the 
PPF, decision-makers will often choose a middle path where the appropriate policy change 
is made, but so it will hurt political supporters as little as possible (Stone 2002, p. 255-257). 
 
The policy change envisioned by Stone is a result of the struggle over meaning of policy 
goals, the definition of the problems, and the argument for solutions (Stone 2002, p. 34). 
This struggle is based on the need to sway public opinion or political decision-makers, as 
well as gaining more political allies in order to win the battle of influence. Stone reflects 
that policy-making is similar to a game, where each moves their pieces, while trying to 
anticipate the countermove of the opponent (Stone 2002, p. 261). According to the PPF, 
values thus influence the policy-making process in several ways. First of all, values are the 
foundation on which people perceive and interpret problems, goals, and solutions within 
policy. But more importantly for the PPF, values are also the means of the actors and 
coalitions to influence the policy-making process. By strategically reflecting or linking 
certain values to their policy goals, actors and coalitions can attract support and convince 
decision-makers to vote in their favor (Stone 2002, p. 11, 243).  The PPF thus views values 
as a dynamic factor, which changes continuously. Values may still be the measure of 
decision-making as decisions are based on what is believe to be right or best, but these 
values may be changed by the arguments of others.  
 
3.4.4. Critique and reflections on the PPF 
The PPF is limited by its narrow focus on the representative struggle with values. While the 
PPF acknowledges that policy-making is both a struggle over and with values, the 
framework has difficulty explaining the precise relationship of these two struggles, 
particularly what significance strongly held values hold. This difficulty is based on the 
dynamic perspective of values of the PPF, which I find overlook the tendency of some 
values to be rigid and difficult to change. Thus, the frameworks focus on values as 
dynamic, makes it unable to explain the consequences of more static conflicts of values. 
Also, the PPF is so centered on explaining the methods of representation of values that it 
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neglects a frame of explanation for determining the relationship between these strategies 
and the political context of the conflict and the actors involved. The political motives 
discussed by Stone is thus assumed rather than analytically determined. The PPF analysis is 
thereby very strong in analyzing the advocacy strategies and methods used by policy 
coalitions, but extremely weak in determining the actual values and self-interests which are 
behind them, and how they influence the strategies applied by the policy actors. 
 
3.5. The analysis of the CF policy-making process  
As defined in Chapter 1, this project consists of a twofold analysis based on my research 
question. First of all, a policy analysis is conducted to determine the extent of the conflict 
of environmental values and secondly, the CF policy-making process is discussed based on 
the two frameworks in order to determine the influence of the conflict of values. 
 
3.5.1. The CF policy analysis 
The ACF and PPF each incorporate a distinctive policy analysis. The ACF policy analysis 
is based on a policy subsystem and belief system analysis, while the PPF analysis closely 
resembles a discourse analysis of the strategic representations in the debate. The limited 
extent of this project does not allow for both analyses to be conducted. But since the two 
frameworks compliment each other, as they are both based on a similar network/coalition 
oriented understanding of the policy-making process, I have found it possible for me to use 
the same primary analysis of the CF policy-making process as a foundation for the analysis 
of both frameworks. As the ACF contain a more comprehensive framework for analyzing 
the values of policy actors and coalitions, as well as defining the context of a policy issue, 
the initial policy analysis of the CF bill will be based on the ACF.  
 
The policy analysis of the CF bill will therefore consist of the analytical steps emphasized 
by the ACF. First of al, the policy subsystem of the bill will be defined, which includes 
establishing the political context, determining the actors involved and what coalitions they 
form. Secondly, the belief system of the actors will be analyzed, and finally the extent of 
the conflict of environmental values will be established based on the ACF definitions of a 
moderate and high level of conflict. 
 
While most of the ACF policy analysis can be readily transferred to the CF analysis, the 
belief system analysis requires a modification of the ACF belief system structure. This 
analysis is conducted as an analysis of documents, speeches and interviews of the actors 
involved based on the coding frame of the belief system structure of the ACF. But Sabatier 
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and Jenkins-Smith (1993, p. 242) stipulate that “the structure of the coding frame must be 
derived from the nature of the theoretical questions to be addressed in the analysis”. Thus 
the ACF belief systems structure must be converted into a more relevant structure based on 
the CF policy issue and the scientific context of the investigation, here the focus on 
environmental values.  
 
The belief system structure has evolved significantly since the first version in 1988. Based 
on the content of the CF debate in Thailand, I have decided to use the most recent 1999 
version of the structure (see Appendix 4), as the CF issue to a larger degree translates into 
this structure. Still, the structure is not readily converted into being suitable to analyze the 
CF Bill as it contains too many elements of policy issues which are not relevant. I have 
therefore, like others who make use of the ACF (Munro 1993, p. 116), modified the 
structure into one which I find more constructive for this project, a structure which 
highlights the different elements in question in the CF bill.  
 
The CF belief system structure can be seen in table 3.3. It emphasizes the deep core 
environmental values, which is the focus of this study. I have retained many of the ACF 
policy core categories, although they have been redefined somewhat. Thus, in accordance 
with the CF debate, I have established categories which emphasize such issues as problem 
definition, the solution advocated, or whether local people have the ability manage forest 
resources, etc. Secondary aspects have only rarely been mentioned in the debate, but I have 
included the two secondary aspects which have been revealed by my data, regulations and 
funding. It may be noted that the three central categories of the PPF policy analysis, 
problem, goal, and solution can be considered included in this structure.  
 
 Table 3.3: Belief system structure for my analysis. 
 
3.5.2. Explaining values in the CF policy process 
The two frameworks presented above are characterized by having a similar approach to 
understanding the policy-making process, and yet they view the role of values distinctively 
Deep core Policy Core Secondary Aspects 
Priority of values The problem Definition of community 
Anthropocentric or ecocentric The cause Age of community: 
Man as outside or part of nature Solution to the problem Who can apply 
ecologically destructive/ benign Who should benefit Funding 
 Purpose of the legislation  
 Ability to solve the problem  
 Distribution of authority  
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different. In this project, this difference will be used in presenting two perspectives of how 
a conflict of values may have affected the CF policy-making process. 
 
The PPF and ACF are based on a similar analytical foundation, since both theories consider 
policy-making to be characterized by competing coalitions of policy actors seeking to 
promote their values. Both frameworks also view values as the cognitive foundation of the 
individual, which limits and conditions the perceptions of all things, thereby affecting how 
the individual perceives political problems and solutions. The coalitions formed to 
influence a political issue are based on shared values, which include how the policy 
problem is defined and what policy outcome is considered the best solution to the problem. 
Thus both frameworks consider values to be the fundamental source of all political conflict.  
 
The main difference of the two frameworks is how they define values and their role in the 
policy-making process. The ACF is based on the understanding of values as static, as in 
being very difficult to change, depending on how fundamental that value is for the 
individual. Thereby values become what define actors politically and what keeps political 
alliances stable. A conflict of values therefore becomes an obstacle for policy change, as 
policy actors refuse to change their views unless presented with irrefutable evidence to the 
contrary. The PPF perceive values as dynamic, as people’s values are constantly changed or 
developed. Therefore policy actors constantly attempt to persuade others to support their 
cause by strategically representing their case in value-laden terms. Thus the PPF does not 
perceive values as a hindrance to policy change but as the main drive behind policy change.  
 
The two frameworks have different perspectives of the relationship between values and 
self-interest. The ACF assumes that the self-interest of policy actors are so closely 
connected with their belief system that they rarely conflict or that when they do, the values 
will prevail. The PPF have a more inclusive perspective, as it recognizes that the values and 
self-interest of a policy actor may not always be consistent. According to Stone, this 
conflict between what is considered in the public interest and in self-interest is the chief 
conflict of policy-making (Stone 2002, p. 33). 
 
In order to differentiate properly between these different perspectives, I will drawn upon 
similar discussions by Bryan G. Norton and Mikael Stenmark. Norton (1991, p. 12, 65) 
distinguishes between values and objectives. While two environmentalists may hold 
different values, they will not necessarily act differently as they may have the same policy 
objective. Stenmark argues that although oppositional groups may act the same, this does 
not eliminate the need to consider the reason why people act as they do. Stenmark (2002, p. 
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103-105) therefore advocate an analysis of motives. Based on these considerations, I have 
found it necessary to supplement the ACF and PPF with some distinctive categories 
regarding the relationship between values and self-interest. 
 
Policy goal: the publicly advocated policy outcome  
Policy objective: the actor or coalition’s actual objective of the policy-making process, 
such as institutional legitimacy, political support, or environmental preservation.  
Motive: self-interest, values, or belief system 
Policy outcome: the result of the policy-making process 
 
The two frameworks are thus strong where the other is weak. The ACF have a strong 
empirical foundation, with in-depth studies of the actors involved and their values, but it 
lacks the ability to explain the strategic moves of these actors. The PPF focus almost 
entirely on the strategic representations of the actors, and has only a limited ability to 
analyze the actual policy-making process beyond the debate. In the analysis of how the 
conflict of environmental values has influenced the policy-making process of the CF bill, I 
will therefore apply the two frameworks in order to view the CF policy-making process 
from both perspectives. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental values 
 
4.1. Introduction 
The focus of this project is on the different environmental values which are being 
advocated in the CF bill debate in Thailand, and what role these play in the policy-making 
process of the bill. In order to analyze this question, I have determined that it is necessary 
to establish the characteristics of this conflict more explicitly by identifying how these 
values differ, and to what extent there is a conflict of environmental values. This chapter 
will therefore discuss different conceptions of environmental values in order to define some 
specific distinctive categories of environmental values on which to base my analysis. These 
conceptions will be based on a combination of positions in environmental ethics and the 
actual positions and approaches to environmental management which can be defined today. 
The chapter will also discuss the development of environmental values in Thailand and 
how these are represented in the environmental movement in Thailand today. 
 
4.2. Environmental values 
Environmental values are in this project considered the different ways people perceive and 
interpret nature and the environment and an important determinant of how humans relate to 
their environment. People interpret their surroundings differently and develop different 
meanings of what nature is (Bruun and Kalland 1996, p. 9). Thereby, environmental values 
are also significant as conflicting views have influenced the way people perceive 
environmental problems, leading people to propose different and incompatible solutions to 
the same problem (Stenmark 2002, p. 3). In this project, environmental values are therefore 
significant to the degree they function as moral guidelines for different strategies in 
environmental policy, and for how actors position themselves in relation to these policies. 
 
4.2.1. Conflicts of values in Environmentalism 
In the last decades, the world has seen a growing apprehension over the consequences of 
human use on the environment. The aspiration to better manage natural resources and 
protect threatened species and ecosystems have evolved into a worldwide movement, often 
termed environmentalism. Kay Milton (1996, p. 33) defines environmentalism as “a 
concern to protect the environment, wherever and in whatever form it exists”.  
Environmentalism is mostly seen as a modern social movement or ideology but with many 
different facets and implications. Thus, environmentalism is not a cohesive movement but a 
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broad term for a multitude of objectives inspired by a concern for the environment (Milton 
1996, p. 73). For this project, the important aspect of environmentalism is how this 
movement encompasses the modern conflicts over environmental values. 
 
According to Bryan G. Norton (1991, p. 6), environmentalist ideals are often separated into 
a dichotomy of two opposing sides defined as conservationism and preservationism. John 
Passmore (1974, p. 73), a pioneer of in the study of environmental ethics, has probably 
defined these best when he described conservationism as the saving of nature for human 
use and preservationism as the saving of nature from human use. Conservationists are 
generally characterized by their focus on wise use of natural resources in the quest for 
human development and maximum benefit for mankind, while preservationists are 
committed to preserving natural landscapes and species (Norton 1991, p. 6-7).  
 
The spilt of environmentalism into conservationism and preservationism is often dated back 
to the political and philosophical battle between Gifford Pinchot, the first official forester of 
the United States, and the John Muir, co-founder and first President of the Sierra Club 
(Milton 1996, p. 74). Conservationists, led by Pinchot, supported the wise use of resources 
to the benefit of present and future human welfare, while Muir led a strong opposition 
against human use of special natural areas where he argued that nature had a spiritual and 
aesthetic value and was Gods temple (Eckersley 1992, p. 39).  
 
According to Norton (1991, p. 6, 12), finding an ethical common ground between these two 
sides is impossible. The values which these sides use to promote and justify their favored 
policies become a conflict of ultimate values, values which determine what is considered 
most important. The ultimate environmental values applied to these two sides are 
theoretically defined as anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric values respectively (Sachs 
1997, p. 72; Thiele 1999, p. 6; Norton 1991, p. 10). These are the ethical positions on how 
nature is valued. Anthropocentrism, the value of conservationists, is mostly defined as the 
view that nature only is valuable to the degree it is valuable to humans, while non-
anthropocentrism, the value of preservationists, on the other hand view nature as 
intrinsically valuable, i.e. it is valuable regardless of its value to humans (Stenmark 2002, p. 
29). As these two positions are contradictory, environmentalists everywhere have been 
faced with what Norton (1991, p. 6) defines as “an environmentalists’ dilemma”, the choice 
the two ultimate values of placing the needs of either people or the environment first.  
 
This conflict between conservationists and preservationists can be seen as a result of a shift 
in the perception of nature and the environment in European/American thought the 18th 
and 19th century. The environmentalist movement is considered a product of western 
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development and values, what Neumann (1998, p. 10) terms Anglo-American values. 
Western environmental values was up until the  18th century mainly based on a perception 
of mankind as special and nature as wild and untamed. Nature should be dominated by man 
and civilized. The building of canals, draining of marches, and control over yield was 
considered an improvement of the wild nature and a sign of mans’ supremacy (Weddell 
2002, p. 292). The colonial countries initially incorporated this view of nature as a hostile 
environment which had to be tamed (Eckersley 1992, p. 39).  
 
By the 19th century this perception began to change rapidly, as romanticism became 
disenchanted with modern life and civilization, and elevated pristine and untouched nature 
to be a spiritual and revered place, which was being destroyed by mans greed. Nature was 
by romantic writers, such as Henry David Thoreau, described as God’s creation, from 
which man had become alienated as a consequence of civilization. This perception was as 
much based on a definition of human ‘nature’ as that of nature itself. Where mankind had 
earlier been considered superior and set apart from nature, the romantic dualism between 
man and nature considered nature to be sacred and right, while mankind was destructive 
(Weddell 2002, p. 292-293). The romantic view of nature was in large parts inspired by the 
tropical landscapes of natural beauty revealed by colonial expansion. With the colonial rule 
and extraction of resources, the fast destruction of some of these landscapes and the 
beginning evidence of disappearance of species led to a growing ecological awareness of 
the consequences of the expansion of capitalism and colonial rule (Adams 2001, p. 24). 
 
4.2.2 Management approaches 
The conservationist and the preservationist ideals developed as a consequence of the 
expanding ecological awareness in the 18th and 19th century. Each position included a 
distinctive approach to how nature and natural resources should be managed. The 
conservationists were mainly concerned with diminishing resources as a result of poor 
management, and therefore set up scientifically based management programs which sought 
to ensure the most optimal use and minimal waste of resources for human benefit. Bertie 
Weddell (2002, p. 60, 105) defines this as the utilitarian approach, as it seeks to rationalize 
the management of natural resources for the purpose of resource extraction by maximizing 
the sustained yield and regulating the use of valued species (Weddell 2002, p. 71, 77). 
 
The preservationist approach of natural resource management advocates the preservation of 
nature, particularly wild places, from human use for their intrinsic beauty and spiritual 
value and regardless of its utilitarian value (Weddell 2002, p. 164). The preservationist 
approach is focused on the protection and restoration of selected species and ecosystems, 
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which are considered more fragile or worthy of preservation than others. The 
establishments of protected areas, such as National Parks, where nature areas are set aside 
to recover or simply stay undeveloped, are a product of the preservationist approach. The 
first national park was established in Yellowstone in 1872 (Eckersley 1992, p. 35-39).  
 
Common to both the conservationists and preservationists is the perception of nature and 
man as a duality. For conservationists, nature is a resource to be altered and utilized to the 
benefit of man. For Preservationists, man is an outside and destructive force in nature. Thus 
both views are based on a dichotomy between nature and man, where man is considered an 
outside element in nature (Weddell 2002, p. 292). 
 
The sustainable ecosystem thought  
In recent decades a new approach have emerged somewhere in between these two 
positions. Rather than choosing between preserving nature and pursuing human welfare, the 
guiding principle is the constraint of human utilization, where use is adapted to the capacity 
of the environmental system (Norton 1991, p. 189). This concept is generally known as 
sustainability, but will in this project be defined as the sustainable ecosystem thought to set 
it apart from the larger ideology of sustainable development.  
 
The sustainable ecosystem thought combine elements of both the conservationists and 
preservationist by emphasizing both environmental protection and human utilization. But 
the thought differs from the two previous positions in its holistic, ecosystem view of nature. 
According to this thought, man is a part of both a global and local ecosystem, and cannot 
exist independently of nature as “…all living organisms depend upon and modify their 
physical environment” (Weddell 2002, p. 78). Thereby man is not considered an outside 
element in nature but a part of nature, whose influences and changes are natural 
consequences of a species interaction with its physical environment. The sustainable 
ecosystem thought does not discount the destructive capability that people can have on their 
environment, but contend that use is only destructive when it compromises the resource 
base by degrading the ability of nature to regenerate (Weddell 2002, p. 295-296).   
 
While the concept of ecosystem was first introduced scientifically in 1935 by ecologist A. 
G. Tansley, the thought of man as part of his environment was introduced into 
environmentalist thinking by Aldo Leopold in his ‘Land Ethic’. He introduces the concept 
of land-community, proposing that man should expand the concept of community to also 
include the land, encompassing all elements of the physical environment. Leopold (1949, p. 
204) wrote that a “…land ethic changes the role of Homo Sapiens from conqueror of the 
land community to plain member and citizen of it”. Leopold was a preservationist and held 
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strong non-anthropocentric views, and while parts of his ‘land ethic’ are not consistent with 
the sustainable ecosystem thought today, his bridging of man and nature was an early 
advent of this thought (Stenmark 2002, p. 81). 
 
The sustainable ecosystem management approach is related to the larger ideology of 
sustainable development. Both the sustainable development approach and the sustainable 
ecosystem thought seek to balance the resource use with the resource base, using natural 
resources without degrading them (Weddell 2002, p. 279). A distinctive difference, 
however, rests in the basic value preference. The sustainable development proposed by the 
Brundtland Rapport is anthropocentric, placing its main emphasis on human welfare, while 
the sustainable ecosystem thought and its management approach is essentially non-
anthropocentric, as is centered on upholding the ecosystem, and thereby accepting that 
ultimately the protection of the ecosystem function must come before individual human 
needs (Stenmark 2002, p. 106). As stipulated in Leopolds ‘Land Ethic’, man must adopt 
moral restraint in order not to degrade the environment (Norton 1991, p. 117). Thus, the 
sustainable ecosystem approach is mainly focused on limiting the impact of human 
utilization on the environment, by establishing the limits to which utilization can take place 
without degrading the environment (Weddell 2002, p. 279; Stenmark 2002, p. 35). 
 
4.3. Distinctions of Environmental values 
Environmental values are often limited to the broad concepts of preservationism and 
conservationism, or anthropocentrism and non-anthropocentrism, but there are a number of 
underlying value-assumptions of nature within these which are not always explicitly 
defined, such as whether humans are part of or outside nature or whether human influence 
is considered an improvement or destruction of nature (Stenmark 2002, p. 18, 27, Weddell 
2002, p. 295). For the purpose of this project, I have found it functional to make these 
values more explicit, by defining these values separately. In the following, I will therefore 
define the distinctions of environmental values, based on the contradictions in 
environmental values which are relevant to the CF debate.  
 
4.3.1 The value of nature     
As can be seen in the earlier discussion of different environmentalist views, a significant 
disparity lies in the value which is placed on nature. The value of nature is mostly 
characterized by the value of human utility compared with the value of unused nature. As 
mentioned earlier, theoretically this distinction has been defined as anthropocentrism and 
non-anthropocentrism.  
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Anthropocentrism are often defined as human centered or human related (Norton 1991, p. 
11). The anthropocentric view of nature is that nature should be valued solely based on its 
value to humans (Thiele 1999, p. 6; Pepper 1996, p. 19). Nature is reduced to resources, 
whose value are only determined insofar humans have some use for it. Thereby nature is 
only valuable to the extent it has instrumental value for mankind (Stenmark 2002, p. 28). 
  
Non-anthropocentrism is often defined as nature centered, where nature is intrinsically 
valuable, i. e. it has a value beyond its human utility, and should be preserved for its own 
sake (Norton 1991, p. 11; Stenmark 2002, p. 61). Non-anthropocentrism is more 
complicated than this however, as it can be separated into two separate views: biocentrism, 
which is the view that only other living organisms have intrinsic value (Stenmark 2002, p. 
64), and ecocentrism, where all aspects of nature, including processes, water, air etc. have 
intrinsic value (Pepper 1996, p. 15). Ecocentrism thus not only focus on individual beings 
but on ecosystems and the importance of larger ecological wholes (Stenmark 2002, p. 80). 
In the general environmentalist debate, anthropocentrism is mostly placed opposite 
ecocentrism, and I will maintain this distinction in this project. 
 
4.3.2. Human relationship with nature  
 
Man in Nature 
How people perceive the human relationship with nature is related to how nature is defined. 
Thus nature and man is often defined as a duality, one is defined by what the other is not 
(Weddell 2002, p. 295). The perception of mankind as special has given rise to the dualistic 
view that man is set apart from nature. This perception of man and nature as apart or 
opposites have been represented in two ways: that man is superior to nature or that man has 
become alienated form nature. Man have been considered superior based on his advanced 
intellect and skills, emotional development, or though a religious foundation, such as the 
belief that only man have a soul or that mankind are specially chosen by God. By this view, 
human life was sacred and the most important form of life on the planet, and thereby placed 
apart from nature (Benson 2000, p. 120; Pepper 1996, p. 17). In 19th century Europe, the 
romantic thought turned the distinctiveness of mankind from being special to mankind 
being excluded and alienated from the natural world by civilization. Romantics longed for 
the harmony between nature and man, which modern life had made impossible. Here, not 
human, but non-human, life became sacred (Weddell 2002, p. 293). 
 
Opposed the dualistic view is the holistic view that mankind is a part of nature. The modern 
version of this view is usually based on the ecosystem thought, where the human 
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population is considered just another species within an ecosystem, and where it is 
particularly stressed that man cannot survive separately but are dependent on its physical 
environment (Benson 2000, p. 122). The idea of whether man is a part of nature or outside 
nature is closely connected to other values of the relationship between nature and man, 
particularly how man should use nature. Thus, according to the holistic view, humans must 
respect nature as the foundation of human life, and not extract more than needed, and also 
respect the intrinsic value of nature (Benson 2000, p. 123; Stenmark 2002, p. 57-58). 
 
Man’s influence on Nature 
A critical element in modern environmentalist debates is the effect which man has on 
nature. Mankind has a great capacity for altering the environment to suit its needs. The 
question is whether the influence of man should be considered intrinsically destructive. 
 
Up until the 19th century, Europeans considered human alterations of nature into productive 
fields and strait canals an improvement over the ‘wild and untamed’ nature, which was 
regarded as dangerous. The human sense of superiority became the premise for the 
perception of human influence on nature as positive and right (Eckersley 1992, p. 39). This 
view has changed with the romantic view of nature to an opposite reverence of wild and 
pristine nature. Contrary to the conception of mankind as good, came the development of 
mankind as bad, and that anything that had been altered by man was inferior to the pristine 
nature (Weddell 2002, p. 291-293). In his ‘Man and Nature’ (1864) George Perkins Marsh 
writes: “…man is everywhere a disturbing agent. Wherever he plants his foot, the 
harmonies of nature are turned to discords” (Benton and Short 2000, p. 97). Thus man 
became seen as a threat to nature, whose very presence was a disruption and corruption of 
the wilderness. Human was intrinsically destructive to their surroundings. 
 
With the ecosystem concept dawned a new, more inclusive perspective in western 
environmentalism, based on the holistic view of man as part of the physical environment. 
The impact of humans is part of a natural order, since all living elements of nature interact 
and influence their environment (Weddell 2002, p. 295-296). Thus, human impact was not 
intrinsically destructive nor a God given right. Rather, man is intrinsically benign, even 
though the individual use may be destructive. The key difference lies in the concept of 
sustainability, the thought of there being a balance, a point to which use is non-detrimental 
to the environment. Not until this limit is exceeded, does human use becomes destructive. 
While the scientific concept of ‘ecosystem’ is a modern perspective on the natural world, it 
must be noted that similar perspectives can be found in many cultures in the world. The 
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above categorization of ecosystem as a recent addition to environmental values should 
therefore be seen in the context of modern environmentalist views. 
 
4.4. Thai environmental values 
In the previous sections I have discussed the development of environmental values in a 
western/global context. But Environmental values are both an individual interpretation as 
well as a cultural phenomenon. Thus, it is also relevant in this context to understand the 
development of environmental values in Thailand.  
 
The Thai language does not have a word which is identical to the western concept of 
nature. The most closely related would be the Buddhist concept thammachat, which 
Pinkaew Laungaramsri (2002, p. 63) defines as “things that occur according to forces of 
the universe such as human beings, animals, trees, etc”. This concept is not based on a 
dichotomy of man and nature, but includes all natural phenomena such as animals and 
plants, earth, sun and even human behavior (Stott 1991, p. 144). 
 
4.4.1. Thai perceptions of nature 
Thai perceptions of nature can be traced back to the pre-national Siam, and its spatially 
differentiated Buddhist cosmology. According to Lotte Isager (2000, p. 25), ‘forest’ and 
‘wilderness’ carried the meaning of “nature as space not human”, and people living in the 
city considered these areas as “…filled with spirits, wild animals, and non-Thai people who 
are uncivilized, undisciplined and immoral”. The wilderness was never considered an 
opposite of human existence, however, since in traditional Thai cosmology, all things are 
related. According to Philip Stott (1991, p. 144), the difference lay in the perception of 
wilderness as a wild, illicit and uncontrollable spiritual energy, in contrast to the ordered 
and civilized energy found in the city and the temples. Therefore, up until the 19th century, 
the wilderness and the forest were traditionally not regarded as something attractive or 
positive, but rather as uncivilized and in need of development (Isager 2000, p. 26). 
 
According to Stott (1991, p. 150-151), the change in Thai perceptions of forest and 
wilderness, from a negative and wild place to a valuable and special place which need 
protection, was a result of two influences: the western environmentalist thought and the 
Buddhist influence from forest dwelling monks. Western influence began in the late 19th 
century, as western scientific and cultural ideas began to trickle into Thai society, bringing 
a scientific understanding of ecological principles and western romantic art and ideals. The 
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growing awareness of environmental problems in Thailand did not begin after the Second 
World War, however, where environmentalist thought was imported by Thais going abroad 
to study or work, and found a strong support in the growing wealthy middle-class, the well 
educated, and the royal family (Stott 1991, p. 144; Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 87). 
Buddhism and forest have been spiritually connected in Thailand for centuries through 
forest monasteries, where forest monks have sought enlightenment by living in close 
contact with the forest. During the 1980s, forest monks began to intervene in the 
environmentalist debate, reminding Thais of the “sinlatham” teaching within Buddhism of 
a balance within all things (Stott 1991, p. 147-149). The argument is that Buddhism 
includes a ‘moral ecology’ and that this should become a guiding principle in future 
development (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 90). 
 
4.4.2. Modern environmentalism in Thailand 
The first signs of a national environmentalist movement in Thailand appeared in 1950, 
where Dr. Boonsong Lekagul established the Association for Conservation of Wildlife. It 
was not until the 1970s and 1980s, however, that the general public became involved with 
environmentalist concerns, as environmental degradation began to threaten local 
livelihoods as well as the ecological health and diversity of the country (Stott 1991, p. 142). 
 
The environmentalist moment in Thailand today is characterized by being very diverse and 
with multiple causes. Thai environmentalism includes many different social groups, the 
Thai social elite, the rich, and well educated groups, but also the rural and uneducated 
groups, and members of the business community. This social complexity has been 
significant in the development of the Thai environmental movement, and may explain the 
many and often contradictory objectives of Thai environmentalists (Isager 2000, p 15). 
 
Thai environmentalism is particularly characterized by being closely related with other 
NGO movements in Thailand, especially the rural development movement, as Thai NGO’s 
have combined livelihood and environmental degradation issues (Kaosa-ard 1995, p. 86-
87). Environmental concerns in Thailand thus are not only debated in relation to natural 
destruction but are often related to social issues of livelihood and welfare, such as land, 
agriculture and health (Hirsch 1996, p. 20, 25). This mixture of issues have made it difficult 
to separate environmental NGO’s from development NGO’s. 
 
In Thailand, the media have therefore taken to differentiating between ‘Dark Green’ and 
‘Light Green’ NGOs, the better to distinguish between different perspectives. The Light 
Green NGO’s mostly focus on livelihood issues and the uneven distribution of costs of 
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environmental degradation, and they promote sustainable ecosystem management as a 
solution to environmental problems. Dark Green NGOs are mostly concerned with 
ecological restoration and favor the preservationist approach of removing the human 
influence from threatened natural areas (Buergin 2001, p 13; Hirsch 1997, p. 14; Mynthe 
2001, p. 41). Isager (2000, p. 12-13) have further differentiated these two groups as radical 
and conservative environmentalists. The conservatives (Dark green) maintains that the best 
way to preserve the natural resources of Thailand is within the existing system, and thus by 
a national centralized administration and control. Opposite, the radical environmentalists 
(Light Green) contends that major changes of society is needed, and particularly favor 
decentralization and the recognition of local knowledge in natural resource management. 
 
A final but significant feature of the Thai environmental movement has been the 
nationalistic turn. Initially, Thai environmentalist values were conditioned by western 
environmental ideology. Today, however, Thai environmentalism draws upon a larger 
complexity of views and ideologies to present their arguments. Isager (2000, p. 4) finds that 
the Thai debate and policy is “clearly conditioned although not necessarily determined, by 
rhetoric and interests promoted by international movements, organizations and policies”. 
Buddhist teaching and national concerns have diminished this influence. Thus, Thai 
environmentalism now seldom focuses on global environmental issues, such as global 
warming, but rather on national problems of pollution, deforestation, biodiversity, and 
ecological sustainability (Kaosa-ard and Mingsarn 1996, p. 51; Hirsch 1993, p. 3). 
 
4.5. Sub-Conclusion 
The purpose of this chapter has been to establish some analytical categories for the purpose 
of analyzing the extent of the conflict of environmental values in the CF bill in Thailand. 
To that end, the chapter has discussed the developments of modern environmentalist views 
and how these today have radically different values and ideas of how man relates to nature. 
Based on this, four categories of environmental values have been established: 
 
Environmental management Utilitarian, preservationist, or sustainable ecosystem approach 
The value of nature Anthropocentrism or ecocentrism 
Man in nature Dualistic view (man outside nature) or Holistic view (man part of nature) 
Man’s influence on Nature Man is intrinsically destructive or man is intrinsically benign 
Table 4.1. Categories of distinctions of environmental values 
 
These four distinctions will thus be the foundation of my analysis of environmental values 
in the CF policy-making process. Finally I have discussed the development of 
environmental values in Thailand and how modern environmentalism is characterized. 
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Chapter 5. Forest management and politics in Thailand 
 
5.1. Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to give the necessary insight into the context of the CF bill in 
Thailand. The community forest issue in Thailand has a long and complicated history. The 
conflicts that surround the bill today are a result of economic, political and social 
developments of the last several hundred years. This chapter will therefore seek to provide 
a historical and political context for understanding the CF issue. 
 
5.2. The Forest situation in Thailand 
Up until the middle of the 20th century, Thailand was considered a forest rich nation. 
Around 1850, the forest cover was more than 75 percent of the total land area. By 1960, 
this was reduced to about 50 percent, and by the late 1980s, the forest cover had been 
reduced to below 25 percent of the total land area. In the same period, the population 
increased from only 5 million in 1850 to approx. 55 million by 1990. (Rigg and Stott 1998, 
p. 91; FAO – online country profile).  
 
Current figures for the forest cover have been the subject of much disagreement between 
researchers and forest officials in Thailand. Estimates vary from official figures between 20 
and 25 percent forest cover of the total land area in the mid 1990s, while more skeptical 
estimates place the extent at anywhere from 15 to 20 percent (Lakanavichian 2001a, p. 118; 
Hirsch 1993, p. 26, 54; Sato 2000, p. 155). Regardless of the exact figures, the pattern of 
deforestation is obvious, and the forest areas continue to dwindle despite government 
attempts to halt the destruction and stimulate reforestation. The rate of forest loss since the 
national ban on commercial logging in 1989 has been at about 1.2 percent annually (Kaosa-
ard 2005, p. 316), and according to Walden Bello et. al. (1998, p. 192) any slowing of the 
deforestation process simply is a sign that there is less forest left to clear. 
 
The consequences of deforestation in Thailand have been ecological imbalances which 
have been given a significant amount of public attention, and today they are well 
established concerns in Thailand. The most widespread concern seems to be that of 
irregular water flow from the north, which is the main water source of the ‘rice bowl’ 
agricultural lands of the central plains of Thailand. During the last few decades the water 
flow in the Chao Phraya River, the water life nerve of the country, have become 
increasingly unstable, causing severe water droughts in the dry season and floods when the 
heavy rains come (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 176; Hirsch 1996, p. 17). 
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The cause of this deforestation has become a political controversy in Thailand, as Thais 
have sought for someone to blame. The ethnic minorities and their agricultural system of 
shifting cultivation and swiddening agriculture have been one of the main groups blamed 
for the deforestation of the north, while many environmentalists have argued that the 
government controlled logging have been the main cause of the deforestation. However, 
deforestation should be seen as a result of a combination of a number of conditions related 
to the social and economic development of the country and its forest policy. The most 
significant contributors have been commercial logging, population growth and an increase 
in agricultural production by agricultural expansion rather than intensification (Bello et. al. 
1998, p. 176-177; Sato 2003, p. 334). 
 
5.3. Forest Classifications in Thailand 
Part of the problem with forest management in Thailand rests in the classification of forest 
areas. Over the last few decades, the area classified as protected areas, wherein agriculture 
and human settlement is banned, has increased significantly. The forest classification 
system in Thailand has been made complicated by a number of overlapping systems. The 
overall national forest classification of Thailand is the National Forest Reserve, which 
encompass 45.9 percent of the total land area (23.6 mill. ha), all under RFD jurisdiction. 
Only about half of this area is actually under forest cover (Rasmussen et. al. 2000, p. 21). 
 
Within the National Forest Reserves there are three sub-categories: 
The Conservation Forest Zone: protected natural forest areas, within which many human 
activities, such as agriculture, are prohibited. Here defined as protected areas. 
The Economic Forest Zone: where commercial forestry can take place 
The Agricultural Uses: forest land designated suitable for agricultural purposes and which 
is to be allocated to landless farmers (Rasmussen et. al. 2000, p. 21). 
 
The distribution of these sub-categories within the forest reserves in 1995 can be studied in 
Table 5.1. Almost two thirds of the total areas classified as forest, or 28 percent of the 
entire country, have been designated Conservation Zone.  
 
Classification\distribution % of NFR % of total land 
area 
Mill. hectares 
Conservation Forest 60 28 14,12 
Economic Forest 35 16 8,30 
Agricultural Uses 5 2 1,22 
Total 100 46 23,64 
                Table 5.1: National Forest Reserves in 1995 (Rasmussen et. al. 2000, p. 21 - RFD 1995 statistics) 
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The category of ‘protected areas’, which is mainly referred to in the CF debate, is a broad 
definition of the three main designations of conservation zone forest areas: national parks, 
wildlife sanctuaries, and watershed areas (Bangkok Post, March 16th 2002). The three 
major categories, national parks, wildlife sanctuaries and watersheds constitute the vast 
majority of the protected area lands. Legislation for each type of protected area is 
distinctive, but common for them all is that human residence, agricultural activities and 
most types of resource extraction is prohibited (Rasmussen et al. 2000, p. 22).    
 
There is a large inconsistency between these forest classifications and the reality of forest 
management today in Thailand. According Peter Vandergeest (1996, p. 262, 267), 
somewhere between 10-20% of the conservation forest zone is under cultivation by 
anywhere from half a million households or somewhere between 5 and 10 million people. 
This has resulted in serious tensions between groups who all seek to maintain control with 
the resources of these areas, rural farmers and the government, forest communities and 
forest officials, and high-land and low-land farmers. The conflicts have been restrained 
from escalating out of control only by the forest official’s primarily practical approach to 
managing the protected areas, as they cannot prevent the large scale utilization, only limit 
the damage done. Therefore, foresters in most forest areas have made informal agreements 
with the local people, thereby keeping the problem at a low-level conflict (WFT, PER, Dr. 
Pearmsak, pers.com.). 
 
5.4. Forest Policy history 
To understand the background of this conflict over the forest classification and how this 
inconsistency between forest policies and reality has evolved, it is necessary to examine the 
history of forest management and forest politics more deeply.  
 
Modern forest management in Thailand date back to 1896, where the Royal Forest 
Department was established under the British forester, H. Slade (Lakanavichian 2001a, p. 
118). Based on western models of administration, the forest department was established 
with the purpose of controlling and rationalizing the extraction of forest resources through 
the granting of concessions (Sato 2000, p. 160; Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 93). Three years 
later, in 1899, the state formally claimed all forest lands, and it was placed under the 
management of the RFD. In the first half of the 20th century, both forest administration and 
legislation was exclusively concerned with the effective management and extraction of the 
forest resource. The result was that by the end of the 1940s, commercial logging had 
rapidly depleted the forest areas and simultaneously opened the forest to settlers (Rigg and 
Stott 1998, p. 93, 184; Bello et. al. 1998, p. 191). 
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5.4.1. Contradictory forest policies  
The first shift in forest policies and management emerged in the 1950s as the limitation of 
Thai resources became apparent. Forest resources were no longer abundant but steadily 
declining, and land scarcity was becoming critical as the population grew larger. This 
sudden change in resource availability led to a number of contradictory policies of forest 
land management in the second half of the 20th century. 
 
The government forest policy was mainly driven by their perception of forest areas as 
potential areas of development, since the forest frontier could expand the production of 
‘highland’ cash crops for export. The government therefore encouraged local people to 
settle in the forest areas by an increased infrastructure development, such as road 
construction (Hirsch 1993, p. 35; Hirsch 1997, p. 10). From the 1960s, the military of 
Thailand became involved with forest management. The Thai military saw the densely 
forested areas as a threat to national security, as communist rebels could base themselves in 
the forested mountain areas. They therefore implemented an immense offensive, 
establishing large infrastructure projects that would open up especially the Northeast for 
more migration and thereby effectively establishing government control over the area (Rigg 
and Stott 1998, p. 180, 185). 
 
For the RFD, the growing deforestation and many settlements in the forest areas became a 
sign of a distinct lack of control with the areas under their jurisdiction. In the 1960s, they 
therefore began to draft forest legislation which would enable them to establish a more firm 
control with the forests. With the 1961 National Parks Act, the RFD developed a system of 
protected area management for Thailand with the aid of the US National Park Service. The 
system was largely based on the American model of preservationist management, where 
protected areas were sought isolated from human influence. The first national park, the 
Khao Yai National Park, was established in 1962 and three more protected areas followed 
during that decade (Laungaramsri 2001, p. 76; Ghimire 1994, p. 199- 202). 
 
The establishment of protected areas was also much encouraged by a high level of foreign 
assistance from large international agencies and organizations such as FAO, IUCN, UNDP, 
USAID and WWF. The additional funding not only enabled the establishment of more 
protected areas, but also allowed a large expansion of the RFD, with more personnel, larger 
offices, and study trips to other countries. This assistance therefore made it very attractive 
for the RFD to create more National Parks and wildlife areas and led to a boom in the 
demarcation and establishment of protected areas in the 70s and 80s, where 60 National 
Parks and 31 Wildlife Sanctuaries were established (Ghimire 1994, p. 199-200). The 
establishment of protected areas was aided by the nationalistic symbolism which, since the 
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late 1950s, had become attached to the natural areas and wildlife of Thailand. This thought 
was transformed into the national parks and wildlife sanctuaries becoming symbols of 
national harmony and sacred temples of nature (Vandergeest 1996, p. 260). 
 
The rushed process of demarcation meant that park boundaries were often insufficiently 
surveyed, and many protected areas were established in areas where local communities 
already existed. These communities suddenly became illegal encroachers, a problem which 
has since become a predicament for the RFD, as they are responsible for both upholding the 
forest laws but also for having created the situation (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). The 
classification of community lands inside forest areas into forest reserves and particularly 
protected areas, created a conflict between two different perceptions of property. Though in 
principle all forest lands belonged to the state, the actual land management had taken place 
at the local level and through local practices for decades (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 191). Thus 
traditional informal ownership and value systems had remained unchallenged in the 
absence of resource scarcity (Sato 2003, p. 334-335). With the newly established forest 
regulation and the sudden enforcement, these different perceptions of forest ownership 
clashed, and created an insecurity of land tenure. This insecurity resulted in even more 
deforestation as people would move on to clear new areas if they felt threatened by 
authorities, and thus developed little attachment to their land (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 191).  
 
5.4.2. Deforestation on the political agenda 
In the early 1980s, the communist threat had diminished, and environmental awareness was 
beginning to take hold. Deforestation became a political problem and protection of 
remaining forests gradually became the main concern of the government forest policy. The 
RFD sought ways to prevent further deforestation and began to enforce the forest 
legislation. Farmers and communities residing inside the forest, whether recently migrated 
or original settlements, were no longer industrious cash-croppers or a safeguard against 
communism. Now they became a threat to the valuable remaining forest (Bello et. al. 1998, 
p. 196; Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 99).  
 
The RFD sought to implement a number of policies to prevent further deforestation. First of 
all, they sought to prevent further encroachment by removing settlers and to reforest 
degraded areas. This resettlement backfired politically, and was quickly suspended, 
although it was periodically resurrected, every time with the same result (Rigg and Stott 
1998, p. 99). Secondly, the RFD attempted land title programs by granting farmers usufruct 
certificates over their land, such as the STK program, to make farmers settle permanently 
and invest in their land, rather than moving on and encroaching on new land, thereby 
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causing more deforestation. From 1982 to 1985 more than 1 million ha of land was granted 
STK status (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 194; Chan 1995. p. 13). Thirdly, the RFD sought to 
implement a number of reforestation programs. Some programs were inspired by social 
forestry and the establishing of village woodlots, the more controversial programs, 
however, was undertaking in cooperation with private companies, and caused great 
scandals and unrest in Thailand, as the commercial reforestation programs were by the 
media linked with corruption, forest destruction and forced resettlement schemes. The 
reforestation program involved a lot of money, and for the officials and businessmen 
involved, the farmers on forest lands therefore became obstacles, as they occupied land that 
could be turned into profitable plantations (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 196). 
 
The largest and most controversial attempt at commercial reforestation program was the 
Kor Jor Kor program of the Military government in 1991. They sought to resettle 250.000 
households to degraded forest lands under the pretense of environmental concern and 
protection. The true aim however was to make way for large commercial eucalyptus 
plantations. Compensation lands were granted only some farmers, and were not only 
smaller plots but also of much poorer quality. The large demonstrations against the program 
in 1992 not only made the government abandon the program and allow the resettled farmers 
to return to their lands, but was also a significant factor in the fall of the military 
dictatorship (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 101; Bello et. al. 1998, p. 196). 
 
5.4.3. The logging ban and the rise of Thai environmentalism 
If any one event should characterize the final transition of Thai forest policy from utilitarian 
to preservationist management approach, the 1989 logging ban would be it. A drastic 
change in forest policy, the ban ended all commercial logging and timber concessions in 
Thailand immediately. The ban was the reaction to severe floods which caused a series of 
landslides in Southern Thailand in November 1988, resulting in many deaths and great 
destruction of property. Politicians, environmentalists and the media focused on 
deforestation as the main cause of the disaster, and the result was a public outcry and 
massive demonstrations who demanded the stop of logging. Due to this public pressure, a 
cabinet order to cease all commercial logging was issued in January 1989, only two months 
after the disaster (Lakanavichian 2001a, p. 121; Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 106). 
 
The public pressure which made the Thai government move against the normally powerful 
logging interests was a result of a rising environmental awareness in Thailand and an 
emerging powerful environmental lobby. Frustrations over reforestation programmes, 
pollution and the building of electric dams had generated a widespread frustration with the 
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environmental problems facing the country (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 107; Isager 2000, p 
20). The general NGO movement of Thailand had very little influence on Thai politics up 
until the 1980s. Here the NGO’s became strengthened by the growing conflicts between 
people, government and environment (Kaosa-ard et al 1995, p. 86). Especially the struggle 
over the Nam Choan Dam project had forced the environmental NGOs to become 
organized and join forces in order to oppose the project successfully. When the dam project 
was cancelled in 1988, the entire environmental movement had not only won a significant 
battle over national and commercial interests, but also developed into a political force to be 
reckoned with. Thus, at the time of the land slides in 1988, the environmental movement 
was well organized and managed to set the political agenda before the logging interests 
could prevent it (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 106; Phongpaichit and Baker 2002, p. 404). 
 
Deforestation continued since the logging ban, and the public pressure on the RFD to halt 
deforestation turned into a general critique that the department failed to live up to its 
responsibility (Vandergeest 1996, p. 263). For the RFD, the logging ban meant a shift in 
forest policy, where the primary purpose of the department suddenly changed from 
managing the forests as a productive resource to a valuable ecological resource (Sato 2003, 
p. 335). This change meant that the people who inhabit the forest reserve areas became the 
focus of the forest management policies of the 90s (Chan 1995. p. 18). 
 
5.4.4. Forest management in the 1990s and today 
In the 1990s the RFD has been drawn in several different directions. Mainly the department 
has been under a lot of political pressure to protect the remaining forests. Forest policy 
goals have emphasized forest preservation by setting the forest target to 25 percent 
conservation forest, which has required the establishment of even more protected areas. At 
the same time, a general shift from top down to more participatory approaches in 
conservation and development placed increasing pressure on the RFD to develop more 
community based conservation projects (Sato 2003, p. 339). As a response to these 
demands, the RFD has both expanded their demarcation of protected areas and conducted a 
comprehensive zoning survey of the forest reserves in 1993 in order to facilitate better 
management (Sato 2003, p. 339). 
 
As the actual circumstances have not changed, the RFD has been able to do little to change 
the situation within protected areas. Relocation of more than a small number of the people 
inhabiting these areas has been impossible. First of all because there is nowhere else for 
these people to go, but to encroach into another forest area, and secondly, because political 
opinion have been moved against forced relocations (Sato 2003, p. 335). Therefore the 
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RFD, in collaboration with international agencies such as the World Bank, have focused on 
the development of buffer zones, whereto settlers living inside the ‘core’ of protected areas 
could be relocated (Buergin 2001, p. 7).   
 
In 1997, Thailand gained a new constitution which stressed the need for a decentralization 
of government control and more local participation in resource management. Article 46 of 
the New Constitution gives the people the right to participate in the management of their 
local natural resources and Article 290 stresses the future role of various local authorities 
(The Constitution of Thailand, 1997). The 1997 Constitution gave a new rise to the call for 
participatory management of forest resources, and particularly empowered the community 
forest movement (Rasmussen et al. 2000. p. 25).  
 
The positive developments of 1997 came to crashing halt, however, as the Thai economy 
went into a dramatic decline. The economic bust turned optimism into crisis, and the 
pressure on rural areas grew as people returned to the rural areas to live of the land 
(Phongpaichit and Baker 2002, p. 435-439). With this change in national development and 
priorities, the development towards decentralization and participation in forest management 
was temporarily pushed aside, and replaced by a series of offensive strategies to control 
settlements within protected areas. This was mainly brought about with the appointment of 
a new General Director of the RFD, Plodprasob Suraswadi, who opposed local involvement 
with forest management in the protected areas. In 1998, Plodprasop spoke against any 
human presence inside protected areas, stating that “people and forest cannot coexist” 
(Johnson and Forsyth 2002, p. 1596). As part of his ‘crackdown’ on forest offenders, the 
RFD and the Thai military signed an agreement to protect the remaining forest areas in 
1998. The two agencies aimed mainly at resettling small-scale farmers and illegal 
immigrants living inside the protected areas (Buergin 2001. p. 20). Plodprasop was forced 
to resign in 2002 after protests from the NGO community and politicians. The RFD has 
since increased their focus on local development and livelihood security, seeking to reduce 
further encroachment into protected areas. This strategy have been significantly 
strengthened within the last 5 years, as the RFD have become increasingly open toward a 
more equal and genuine participatory approach to forest management (Sato 2003, p. 330). 
 
This development is reflected in the most recent forest policy, expressed in the Ninth Social 
and Economic Development Plan, as it emphasizes the sustainable use of natural resources, 
and a balance between environmental conservation and social development. Thus the plan 
aims to “restore equilibrium in the utilization and conservation of natural resources and 
the environment”. The plan calls for a “holistic management approach”, which includes the 
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continued process of decentralizing natural resource management, giving the local 
population and authorities more power to control their own resources (The Ninth National 
Economic and Social Development Plan 2002-2006. p. 60-61). 
 
The Thai forest management is thus still in a dilemma between forest policy objectives and 
the reality of a diminishing forest resource and millions of people surviving by farming 
inside forest designated areas. The answer suggested by most seems to be that a sustainable 
solution must be found, which can create a balance between forest communities and forest 
protection. Community forests is but one of such solutions being discussed. 
 
5.5. The political system in Thailand 
In the previous sections, it has become evident that forest management in Thailand rarely 
has been a result of a coherent national policy, but rather decided by contradictory policies 
from different departments, each striving towards protecting their own interests. In order to 
understand how such a differentiated administrative system has been allowed to develop, it 
is necessary understand the development and characteristics of the Thai political system. 
 
5.5.1. The political System 
For several decades, Thailand has been characterized by rapid economic development, 
transforming the country from an agricultural nation to a specialist in textiles and high-tech 
products. The country has experienced an exceptional growth rate which earned it the title 
of being the ‘fifth Asian Tiger’ in the 1990s. The economic bust of 1997 saw a temporary 
set-back, but by the beginning of the new millennia, while maybe not as fast-growing as 
before, the Thai economy is once again moving forward (Warr 2005, p. 3-7) 
 
The political system of Thailand has developed along with the economic growth of the 
country. Traditionally, Thailand have been a highly centralized state, where first the King 
and since the government ruled unquestionably. Since becoming a constitutional Monarchy 
in 1932, the political system in Thailand has been characterized by the struggle between 
civilian and military governments. Since the economic boom began to evolve in the 1980s, 
the growing middle-class, as well as the opening of Thai society, has made it impossible for 
dictatorships to survive for long (Slagter and Kerbo 2000, p. 26, 49-50). 
 
The political system in Thailand has been characterized by the influence of military 
regimes and changing government systems. These shifts have primarily resulted in limiting 
the democratic institutions, such as the political parties and the parliament. Rather, the 
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centralized Thai bureaucracy has, as the only stable element in the constantly changing 
Thai polity, gained vast political powers (Slagter and Kerbo 2000, p. 49-50). According to 
Chokprajakchat (2003, p. 33), the political system in Thailand is now undergoing a 
transformation from being a bureaucratic polity to becoming democratic. But even though 
bureaucratic powers are diminishing in favor of the elected politicians, the old bureaucratic 
structures and institutions still play a leading role in Thai politics today.  
 
The bureaucratic organization in Thailand has until recently not been significantly affected 
by changing rule. Ministries were rarely changed, only expanded. Thus, the organizations 
have been allowed to grow into very set positions and with distinct institutional cultures. 
The result is that each ministry and department has come to operate as small kingdoms, 
which are in total control of the issues and areas under their jurisdiction. According to Rigg 
and Stott (1998, p. 96), this has enabled the ministries to ignore unwanted policies, as they 
answer only to themselves. The bureaucratic organization has in some cases led to conflicts 
of interests between ministries or departments. These have often resulted in inter agency 
conflicts, where ministries or even departments in the same ministry have competed over 
budget allocations or the control of an administrative area (Kaosa-ard 1995, p. 69). Recent 
changes have led to vulnerability in the bureaucracy, as the institutional basis of their 
power is threatened by political changes in the bureaucratic structure. The restructuring of 
the ministries in 2002 changed the administrative structure which for some agencies, such 
as the RFD, had existed for more than 100 years (Bangkok Post, 27 September, 2002).  
 
5.5.2. The Thai Government 
The most powerful political actor in Thailand is the prime minister and his agency, the 
Office of the Prime Minister. Until recently, the other ministers have had limited political 
influence in spite of their position as the center of national administration. Traditionally, the 
ministers largely had the function of being the centerpiece of the administrative offices. 
They were caught between the powerful department heads, which often were part of the 
military and bureaucratic elite, and the Prime Minister. Since the 1997 constitution, 
however, the cabinet ministers have participated more directly in Thai policy-making and 
increasingly been able to instigate policies of their own (Chokprajakchat 2003, p. 32-33).  
 
The Thai legislature is a relatively week political entity, which have historically been 
dominated by the bureaucracy, the military, or the government. The Thai Parliament, also 
known as the National Assembly, is based on a bicameral model, with a Lower House of 
Representatives and an Upper House of the Senate (Chokprajakchat 2003, p. 29-30). The 
democratization process have sought to strengthen the Parliament, but both the elections 
 59 
and the daily work of the Parliament have been influenced by the traditions of vote buying 
and patron-client relationships, which are endemic to Thai politics (Chokprajakchat 2003, 
p. 21-22; Slagter and Kerbo 2000, p. 50, 53, 59; Laird 2000, p. 241-244).  
 
5.5.3. Political culture in Thailand 
The main problem in the Thai political system is the old and resilient patronage system and 
the general corruption which are in evidence in many, if not all, areas of Thai politics. The 
problem is most of all driven by a fierce competition over individual contacts and benefits, 
often described in Thailand as money politics (Laird 2000, p. 9). The patronage system, 
where a patron-client systems ensure that those helped into power positions, give favors to 
those who helped place him there, have traditionally been prevalent in the Thai military and 
bureaucracy, and thereby in elite circles. In recent years however, the democratization of 
Thailand have made patron-client relationships an increasing problem in parliamentary 
elections, as more and more people with enough money, buy themselves into parliament, 
and thus into the decision-making process (Slagter and Kerbo 2000, p. 53, 59). 
 
Based on the political system described, it is perhaps not surprising that the public image of 
politics is negative in Thailand. Politics is commonly regarded as a dirty and manipulative 
activity, and politicians as corrupt, self serving, and inefficient. According to Morrell and 
Chai-anan (1981, p. 25), elected politicians are considered as the talkers, who complicate 
everything with bickering, while the bureaucratic administration are perceived as the doers, 
who actually make things happen. This perception of the political world have according to 
Mynthe (2001, p. 28-29), led to a development of the Thai political culture, where people 
prefer to take action themselves in foundations, grassroot groups, and organizations, rather 
than to seek influence on a policy level. According to Pasuk Phongpaichit and Chris Baker 
(2002, p. 402), this tendency has been prevalent in the NGO community up until the late 
1980s, where NGO’s began to seek influence on the national policy-making level. The 
result was a two-layered NGO community in Thailand, where some focus on creating local 
change while others put pressure on the government policies. 
 
5.5.4. NGO’s in Thailand 
The rising of civil society organizations such as NGO’s and less formally organized 
grassroots have developed rapidly in Thailand, and have gained an increasing amount of 
influence in step with the democratization of the country. The first NGO’s in Thailand 
initiated their work in the late 1960s and 1970s as the growing inequalities caused by the 
economic development of the country became evident. These NGO’s therefore focused on 
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rural development issues, such as health, education and livelihood issues and later the 
ecological problems caused by the extensive resource utilization (Kaosa-ard 1995, p. 86). 
 
Early government relationship with NGO’s was rather strained. Due to their often critical 
views of government policies and the political system, NGO’s were considered anti-
nationalists and insurgents. Since the mid. 1980s, the democratization process of Thailand 
changed this relationship to the extent that NGO’s now increasingly are allowed to 
participate in policy formulation, such as the National Economic and Social Development 
Plans, the National Forestry Sector Master Plan, the preparation of the Rio Summit etc. 
(Kaosa-ard 1995, p. 95).  
 
The level of influence gained by this developed is still limited, however. NGOs have thus 
repeatedly walked out in protest of being ignored in negotiation in forest matters, for 
instance under the formulation of the Forest Master Plan, and several times during the 
negotiations of the CF bill. Mostly however, NGO’s are used to legitimize national policies 
as the government collaborates mainly with the NGO’s which support their goals (Slagter 
and Kerbo 2000, p. 56; Phongpaichit and Baker 2002, p. 407). According to Kaosa-ard 
(1995, p 95), although the Thai government now generally recognize NGO’s in the policy-
making process, it is still difficult for the smaller grassroot groups to establish a contact to 
government agencies and gain influence. Thus it is still mainly through public protests and 
raising public awareness, rather than being included in government negotiations, that the 
NGO community manages to influence policy-making. 
 
The political system of Thailand is thus still characterized by a strong bureaucracy, who 
until recently was largely responsible for policy-making within their area of jurisdiction. 
While the present democratization process has gradually empowered the Parliament to be 
more in control of the main policy-making, their power is still limited compared to the 
bureaucracy. Similarly, while NGO’s are no longer perceived as insurgents and a threat to 
national security, they have evolved into both an ally and an adversary for the Thai 
government in national policy-making. 
 
5.6. Sub-Conclusion 
As this chapter has shown, Thai forest politics is today characterized by an inconsistency 
between national forest policies and the actual forest management, caused by decades of 
contradictory policies regarding forest settlement, national security, and forest protection. 
The result is millions of people living inside conservation forest areas, where they have no 
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rights to the land of which they live, and forest officials who can only seek to limit the 
ecological damage and forest destruction. Recent national forest policies have encouraged 
RFD to increase the conservation forest area, thus intensifying the conflict. At the same 
time however, a national democratic process has promoted a solution based on participatory 
forest management, such as community forests. The forest policy is restrained by the slow 
democratic process in the political system of Thailand, where the bureaucracy still has 
significant influence while NGO’s are struggling for recognition. 
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Chapter 6. The CF Policy subsystem 
 
6.1. Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to define the policy subsystem of the CF policy. A policy 
subsystem definition entails a clear definition of the policy subject and which actors are 
involved. But it is also an analysis of the policy issue in terms of how it became 
established, how it relates to other policy areas, how it has progressed, and how mature the 
policy subsystem is. This chapter will thus define the extent of the CF policy subsystem 
and discuss how the CF policy issue is characterized in Thailand today. It will then 
continue with a historical perspective on the development of the CF policy in Thailand and 
what conflicts that surrounds the bill. Finally, the chapter will discuss the actors involved 
and identified in the CF policy subsystem. 
 
6.2. The CF policy subsystem 
The policy subsystem is the analytical framework applied by the ACF to define the policy 
subject in question. All political issues have a distinctive political environment and the 
clear definition of a policy subsystem is therefore a prerequisite to understanding the 
political context and the actors involved with a policy issue (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
1999, p. 119). The CF bill is a distinctive policy subsystem in Thai politics. The issue has 
been on the political agenda for more than 15 years, and in that time, the policy issue has 
evolved into a mature autonomous policy subsystem, nested within the higher policy 
system of national forest policy and the international system of environmental and forest 
policy. Figure 6.1 illustrates the relationship. 
           Figure 6.1: The position of the CF policy subsystem 
 
As the CF policy subsystem is located within the larger and more complicated national 
forest policy subsystem, the CF bill thus draws upon some of the conflicts which are 
actually located in that larger subsystem, including international forest policy, 
environmental policy, national land rights policy, decentralization policy, etc.  
Thai National environmental 
Policy subsystem 
Thai National Forest Policy 
subsystem 
The community forest 
policy subsystem 
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6.3. Community Forest management in Thailand 
Community forests have a long history in Thailand as an indigenous practice of forest 
management. Communities would manage an adjacent forest area, using it for grazing, 
collection of forest foods, cut timber for house building, etc. (Ganjanapan 2000, p. 184-
188). Today there are more than 2000 community forests in Thailand, most with the 
unofficial acceptance of the local forest officials (Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). 
 
Since the 1990s, community forests have been placed on the political agenda in Thailand as 
an alternative management approach to state controlled forestry (Sato 2003. p. 331). But 
during the long process of negotiation there have been some very dissimilar opinions of 
how to define CF management. Initially, the NGO and grassroot organizations promoted 
CF management as a form of traditional management, where the state should respect the 
customary resource management systems of indigenous peoples. The government and RFD 
however, perceived community forests as a form of state controlled forestry wherein local 
people could be included in the planting and protection of forests (Forest and Communities, 
2000, p.1; Hirsch 1997, p. 9, 14). This view was inspired by the range of participatory 
forestry projects such as social forestry or woodlots, promoted by organizations such as 
FAO since the late 70s, and which generally was described under the umbrella term of 
community forestry (Arnold 1992, p. 5-21, Hirsch 1997, p. 13). 
 
During the 15 years in which CF management have been debated in Thailand a general 
consensus has evolved so that there are now a large degree of agreement on the broad 
definition of the concept. Brenner et al. (1999, p. 21) have uncovered four central 
objectives of community forests, which are located within all drafts of the CF bill: 
• conservation of forest resources and biological diversity, 
• sustainable use of forest resources, 
• acknowledgement and encouragement of the diverse community traditions in the 
preservation, utilization and development of forest resources, 
• co-operation between the state and local communities.  
 
Today the definition of CF management is a mixture of state controlled forestry and the 
traditional Thai community forests. The idea is to legalize the community forests in 
existence under the overall control of state foresters, and to expand community forests to 
more communities. While community forests are intended as a way to improve and secure 
local livelihoods, forest conservation is still the main objective (Vandergeest 1996, p. 266).  
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The CF bill currently under consideration enables communities, who have managed a forest 
area sustainably for the last 5 years or more, to apply for formal recognition of the forest 
area as a community forest. The community must present a management plan, to be 
prepared in collaboration with local forest officials. The management plan will be based on 
the circumstances of each forest area, and the level of utilization will be determined by 
assessments of the capacity of the area. The CF bill has been designed with a system of 
controlling and monitoring of CF management through a number of committees: the Local 
Community Forest Committee, the Provincial Community Forest Committee, and the 
National Community Forest Committee (The Community Forest Act, 2001 Parliamentary 
Committee version). Once granted, the community will have a responsibility to manage and 
protect the community forest, and, in accordance with the management plan, will be able to 
gather certain products in the forest or use it for commercial purposes (Janesak, pers.com.). 
 
Based on this definition, a draft bill was made in 2001 by a parliamentary committee, as a 
compromise between a number of draft versions, including the RFD version and ‘the 
people’s version’. This draft was unanimously passed by the House of Representatives. 
But, in 2002, the senate changed this draft upon reviewing it, making a few but essential 
changes. At the present, the dispute over the CF bill is considered a conflict between two 
versions of the same law, where one is much more restrictive than the other. These will in 
this project be defined as the Full CF bill and the Limited CF bill, as illustrated in table 6.1.  
 
 
Issues of dispute The Full CF Bill The Limited CF Bill 
Scope/ Area included in the 
bill 
All forest areas, national forest reserves 
and protected areas 
Only forest areas outside the protected 
areas and areas ‘suitable for protection’  
Eligible communities 
 
Indigenous communities who have proven 
themselves by protecting the forest for at 
least five years before application  
Indigenous communities who have proven 
themselves by protecting the forest for at 
least five years before the bill is implemented  
Final Authority to grant CF 
and permission to utilize Provincial Community Forest Committee  
National Community Forest Committee with 
the RFD director as final vote  
Funding 
 
Government sponsored Community forest 
Fund 
Community sponsored Community forest 
Fund 
Table 6.1: The two current versions of the CF Bill (Sato 2003, p. 332-334; Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10-11; Forest and 
Communities 2001, p. 3; The Community Forest Act, 2001 Parliamentary Committee version). 
 
 
Although there thus are several significant differences between the two versions of the bill, 
the main dispute continuously have been the area to be included in the bill, and thus 
whether the CF bill should apply to national parks and wildlife sanctuaries. The debate 
rarely include any arguments for or against either version, but only presents arguments for 
why the protected areas should either be included or excluded from the bill. 
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6.4. The History of the CF bill 
Although community forests have been part of the traditional forest management in 
Thailand, this approach has never been favored by the centralized forest department. Thus, 
state interest in reviving and using CF management did not take place until FOA 
‘introduced’ community and social forestry in 1984 in Thailand (Forest and Communities 
2001, p. 2). The following year, community forestry was encouraged in first official 
National Forestry Policy of Thailand (Thailand National Forestry Policy 1985).  
 
Despite this interest, official commitment to draft a CF Bill did not begin until 1989, when 
NGO’s protested state appropriations of traditional community forests. This highlighted the 
need to secure villagers right to existing community forests. In 1990 the first CF committee 
was set up to review legislation and began the drafting of a bill. At the same time, NGO’s 
and researchers initiated a number of in-depth studies of CF management and the 
ecological impacts (Johnson and Forsyth 2002, p. 1596; Makarabhirom 2000, p. 59). The 
drafting process was briefly interrupted by military coup in February 1991. The military 
dictatorship initiated an uncompromising forest policy with plantation schemes and forced 
resettlements, including the notorious Kor Jor Kor program. The result of was the 
development of a grassroot resistance movement and led to the organization of a national 
farmer’s movement, who advocated community forestry as an alternative to forced 
resettlement (Brenner et al. 1999, p. 18; Johnson and Forsyth 2002, p. 1596).  
 
Following the May 1992 uprising, which forced the dictatorship to resign, the aggressive 
forest policy had made government forest management a publicly sensitive issue, and many 
of the new parties in government spoke in favor of community forests (Brenner et al. 1999, 
p 18-19; Makarabhirom 2000, p. 58). Thus in 1992, the RFD presented their first version of 
the CF bill, a draft which indicated that the RFD understood CF management quite 
differently than NGO’s, as they defined community forests as a state controlled plantation 
program than the traditional community forests of Thailand (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 5). A 
coalition of NGO’s, communities and academics therefore drafted their own version in 
1993, which emphasized the rights of local people in forest management, and especially the 
rights of communities which had already proven their ability to manage community forests. 
This draft did not gain approval with the government and RFD (Forest and communities 
2001, p. 2). An attempt to negotiate a compromise between these two draft versions were 
made, but failed, leaving the CF bill in a standstill.  
 
In the following years, NGO’s sought to raise awareness of local forest management 
practices, and promoted a CF bill through campaigns in the mass media, and through the 
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establishment of a CF networks. In 1995, the newly established Assembly of The Poor 
(AOP – also called Forum of the Poor) gathered 11.000 farmers in Bangkok for a 28th day 
long demonstration to demand a CF law. Submitting to the pressure, the government began 
another negotiation process, which formed the first compromise version of the bill. This bill 
allowed all communities which have lived for more than 5 years in forest areas, including 
protected areas, to manage a community forest. While there was a strong support for this 
compromise, some of the more conservative environmental NGO’s was opposed 
(Makarabhirom 2005, p. 5-7). Nevertheless, the draft was approved in principle by the 
cabinet on the 2nd of June, 1996, but became suspended with the 1996 election and defeat 
of the Banharn government. Again the policy-making process stalled (Brenner et al. p. 20) 
 
The year 1997 became a turning point for the CF bill. Several important political events 
coincided to lend support to the CF movement. Most importantly, Thailand gained a new 
constitution, known as ‘the People’s Constitution’, which generally promoted democracy 
and decentralization. Critical for the CF movement was Article 46, which grants local 
people the right to participate in the management of their local natural resources (The 
Constitution of Thailand of 1997, Article 46). Also, the powerful Eighth National 
Economic and Social Development Plan included the passing of a CF Bill as an important 
objective in forest policy (The Eighth National Economic and Social Development Plan 
1997-2001 p. 115). As a result of these changes in the political views of CF management, 
the NGO movement found the government more receptive to make changes in the forest 
policy. A 99 day rally in Bangkok, organized by the Assembly of the Poor and CF 
advocates, made the government give concessions in the so ‘Wang Nam Khiaw’ resolution, 
in which the government recognized that “people and forests can co-exist” and gave settlers 
the right to stay on their land inside national forest reserves and protected areas until the 
zoning process of conservation areas was completed (Kaiyurawong 2000, p. 74).  
 
By 1997, CF management was thus an accepted political goal in Thailand, but opposition 
of the CF bill continued. Rather than focusing on different perspectives of how to define 
CF management, disagreements about what forest areas to which the bill should apply 
became the main controversial issue. Preservationist environmental groups as well as some 
RFD officials, including the director of the RFD, Plodprasob Suraswadi, opposed the 
inclusion of the protected areas in the bill (Johnson and Forsyth 2002, p. 1596). 
 
In the year 2000, another draft was presented to the Parliament. This so-called ‘People’s 
Version’ of the CF bill was developed by researchers and NGO’s under the guidance of 
Foundation of Ecological Recovery (FER). The bill was an example of the use of the 
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people’s right, according to the 1997 constitution, to submit a bill to parliament by 
collecting 50.000 signatures. The Parliament’s response to the People’s Version was to 
form a commission which developed a compromise bill based on all the various drafts 
made over the years. A compromise which was supported by many NGO’s and researches, 
as well as all the political parties. The compromise draft was then presented to the 
Parliament (Makarabhirom 2000, p. 58; Mr. Kritsada, pers.com).  
 
The House of Representatives passed the bill unanimously, and the bill was then passed on 
to the senate, where a scrutiny panel made some revision, but continued to allow 
community forests inside protected areas (Sato 2003, p. 332). However, when the draft with 
the panel revisions was set to vote in the Senate on March 15th 2002, the Senate changed 
the draft after a heated debate, stipulating that “community forests would not be allowed 
inside protected areas” (Bangkok Post, March 16, 2002). The senate approved this altered 
draft with 107 in favor and 58 senators against (Sato 2003, p. 33). The rewritten draft was 
placed before the House of Representatives, which rejected the Senate’s alterations. 
Therefore a Joint Committee of 24 members was established, consisting of members of 
both the Senate and the House of Representatives and experts, to find a final compromise 
(Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10, Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). 
 
6.5. The current status of the CF bill. 
According to Dr. Pearmsak, a member of this Joint Committee, progress to find a solution 
has been slow. For almost two years, there was little or no activity in the Joint Committee. 
In the fall of 2004, pressure from the media and the approaching general election led to a 
more concentrated effort being made to overcome the differences. The main problem 
within the committee was to overcome the dispute of the viability of CF management 
inside protected areas. By December 2004, the committee found a compromise solution, 
which established two standards for CF management; one for the national forest reserves 
areas and one for the protected areas, the latter being more restricted. The committee had 
agreed upon this solution after being informed by the RFD, that little forest area remained 
outside the protected areas, thereby making the prospect of a CF bill applicable only in 
national forest reserves superfluous. Based on this agreement a final draft was made and 
was ready to be formally voted on by the committee by the end of December 2004. Due to 
the election in February 2005, however, the last meeting was cancelled (Bangkok Post 
December 22, 2004; The Nation December 22, 2004; Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). 
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The 2005 election could have terminated the policy-making process of CF bill, as a new 
government can decide what ongoing policy negotiations should be continued in their term. 
The reelected government under Prime Minister Taksin chose to continue the process and 
the Joint Committee have been allowed to continue its work. According to the Bangkok 
Post, the committee was therefore to make the final vote on the previously established 
compromise on Sep. 8th 2005, where the compromise draft was likely to pass. This meeting 
was rescheduled, however, due to the sudden intervention of the newly appointed minister 
of MNRE, Mr. Yongyuth Tiyapairat (Bangkok Post August 27, 2005). 
 
A few weeks before the meeting, the minister proposed that particularly vulnerable forest 
areas, such as catchment areas, forest areas with slopes of more than 30 degrees, and areas 
with high levels of biodiversity, should be classified as ‘Special Forest Zones’ in which 
human settlements and community forests should be banned. According to the Bangkok 
Post, this would account for about 2.9 million ha (18 million rai) or, according to personal 
calculations, about 20 percent of the protected areas. This suggestion launched another 
round of debate in the Joint Committee, and on September 15, 2005, the proposal was 
provisionally passed with a vote of 11 to 4. This has been condemned by CF supporters as a 
major setback for the CF bill (Bangkok Post September 15, 2005; September 16, 2005).  
 
Thus at the present, the two opposing perspectives on CF management in Thailand is still in 
disagreement. While the CF bill may seem close to a final resolution, the history of the 
policy-making process has shown that nothing is certain even at this stage in the process. 
 
6.6. The underlying conflicts of the CF bill 
From the history of the policy-making process, the increasing importance of the conflict 
over the inclusion or exclusion of the protected areas in the CF policy-making process is 
evident. Why this issue has become so important, however, should be understood not only 
in terms of the CF bill, but also in the general economic, social and environmental 
development of Thailand. One consequence of this development has become a conflict of 
environmental values, where different perceptions of the environment have led to different 
perceptions of how CF management should be implemented in national forest policies. But, 
the conflict over the protected areas in the CF debate is also a result of the many interests 
and views which are tied up in these areas. Often, the conflicts over protected areas are 
described as a clash between rural and urban interests and issues (Phongpaichit and Baker 
2002, p. 410). In the following I will therefore briefly discuss some of the main conflicts 
over protected areas in Thailand today, and how these relate to the CF issue.  
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6.6.1. Land rights 
A central conflict in the CF policy subsystem and forest policy in general is based on 
different perceptions of who have the right to the forest lands (Hirsch 1997, p. 16). 
Traditional tenure systems have, until recently, been prevalent in forest areas, despite state 
expropriation. Land scarcity and demarcation of protected areas have changed the tenure 
security of forest communities, leaving them with little possibility of asserting their 
traditional land claim (Sato 2003, p. 334). This struggle for recognition of local people’s 
land rights and thereby more tenure security is a high priority for many NGO’s and 
academics in the CF movement, and the local people they represent. Similarly, the forest 
department and the state have sought to maintain their control and jurisdiction over forest 
areas (Brenner 1999, p. 36-37). The CF bill is therefore not only a conflict about the rights 
to participate in forest management, but have also become a symbol of the struggle over 
land rights and the right to live in the protected areas (Gilmour and Fisher 1997, p. 28).  
 
It is important to note that regardless of the arguments for or against local land rights within 
the CF debate, the CF bill will not settle this problem. The CF bill does not grant land 
rights to locals, but only very limited use and management rights to selected local people 
within the protected areas. The CF bill would, however, be an acknowledgement of the 
problem of land rights, as well as of local people’s ability to manage forest resources 
sustainably. It could therefore still be considered an important step towards a more general 
recognition of land-rights in the future (Vandergeest 1996, p. 263). 
 
6.6.2. Decentralization and institutional power 
The problem of land rights relates to another of the main controversies of the bill and forest 
policy, the distribution of power between the state and local communities, in terms of the 
right of communities to participate in forest management (INFC 2000, p. 3). The Thai 
government has increasingly advocated participatory management and decentralization as a 
means of sustainable management. There are factions within the political system, however, 
which has resisted this move toward decentralization, most persistently the state 
bureaucracy, which stand to loose influence and budget resources (Kaiyurawong 2000, p. 
20). The move towards decentralization of forest management in the protected areas has 
therefore for many years been a threat to the power of the RFD, as its institutional power is 
based on the centralized control of large areas of land (Laird 2000, p. 380).  
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6.6.3. Environmental Protection 
The conflict over the protected areas and their management are also founded on 
environmental concerns. Since the 1980s there has been a growing public awareness of 
environmental problems, and especially of deforestation, as diminishing forest resources 
have come to represent the environmental cost of the rapid development of the country. The 
state, politicians, government agencies, and the public have all embraced environmental 
protection as a chief political objective, often based on a preservationist approach to 
environmental management (Kaiyurawong 2000, p. 13). The communities, whose 
livelihood is based on the resources inside the protected areas, and the light green NGO’s, 
oppose the principle behind the preservationist management approach, that people cannot 
use forest resources. Rather, they favor a sustainable management approach, which would 
allow some human utilization within the forest areas (Vandergeest 1996, p. 260).  
 
The struggle over environmental protection is also based on tangible ecological concerns, 
as described in chapter 5, mainly regarding the water flow from the highland areas which 
support the vast agricultural areas in the lowlands. This concern has brought about a 
struggle between the farmers living in the highland areas, which are the primary catchment 
areas of the watersheds, and the lowland farmers, who support a preservationist 
management approach of the protected areas that will discontinue agriculture in the 
protected areas (Bello et. al. 1998, p. 176).  
 
6.6.4. Economic Interests 
According to Tim Forsyth (1999, p. 12), commercial or industrial interests have not 
participated in the debate of the CF Bill. But the forest areas are a source of many economic 
interests in terms of resource extraction such as mining, which still takes place in protected 
areas, and the tourism industry. While the RFD has sought to limit subsistence farming, the 
agency has been not nearly so adverse to commercial use. In the late 90s, the RFD initiated 
a stronger relationship with the tourism industry and other commercial interests 
(Rojanapaiwong 2000, p. 73). These economic actors, such as mining corporations, tourism 
entrepreneurs and illegal logging companies, all have to work through the forest 
department, now the National Park Division (DNP), if they wish to pursue their ventures 
legally or with the DNP’s ‘unofficial approval’. Economic interests therefore most likely 
have a strong vested interest in keeping forest areas and particularly protected areas under 
government control (Laird 2000, p. 380; Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). 
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6.6.5. Ethnicity 
A final aspect of the CF bill concerns the presence and rights of ethnic minorities within 
forest areas. Most ethnic minorities reside within the protected areas, and many have lived 
there before the areas were designated as conservation forest zones. Today they number 
somewhere between 500.000 and 1 million people (Gravers 2001, p. 18). Until recently, 
ethnic minorities and their practice of shifting cultivation were officially held responsible 
for the deforestation of especially the North. This perception has stuck with some 
environmental groups in Thailand, which still believe that the ethnic communities are not 
capable or trustworthy in protecting forest resources (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 108).  
 
According to Laungaramsri (2002, p. 164), the dispute over the CF bill has developed into 
a racially prejudiced conflict between lowlanders and highlanders, as the ethnicity of the 
people living inside the protected areas are often brought up in the debate. But in 
environmental debates, ethnicity has developed into a double-edged sword. In recent years, 
there has been an increased focus on the rights of indigenous people, and there have been 
produced an extensive amount of research which have shown how some ethnic groups have 
a profound ecological knowledge, and are exceptionally good at protecting their local 
environment. Through this, ethnicity has also been used as an argument in favor of 
community forests (Makarabhirom 2000, p. 60; Laungaramsri 2002, p. 56-57). 
 
6.7. Who are the Actors involved? 
As recommended by Sabatier (1993, p. 241), I have determined which actors who are 
active within the CF policy-making process through the reading of statements and 
documents, as well as though personal interviews with those involved. According to the 
ACF, the relevant actors are the policy elites involved with the policy subsystem, and 
thereby only those who are actively involved with the policy-making process. 
 
I have found that the main government actors in the CF policy subsystem are the Minister 
of Environment and Natural Resources (MNRE), the RFD and the DNP, as well as the two 
chambers of the Thai Parliament, the Senate and the House of Representatives. Of the latter 
two, it has only been possible to find data on the views of the Senators. Of NGO’s I have 
identified three so-called Light Green NGO’s, the Wildlife Found Thailand, the Foundation 
of Ecological Recovery (FER, formerly PER), and the Assembly of the Poor (AOP), as 
well as two Dark Green NGO’s, the Dhammanart Foundation (DF) and Seub Rakasatien 
Foundation (SEUB). Finally, I have interviewed three of the many researches who study 
CF management in Thailand, Dr. Pearmsak Marabhirabhom, Professor Utit Kunladit, and 
Professor Surachet Chettamas.  
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I have not been able to identify any active journalists, international actors, or business 
actors. The two English language newspapers, the Nation and the Bangkok Post, regularly 
cover the CF policy-making process, but apparently no individual journalists are involved 
as a policy actor, as Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith favor. While International actors are 
involved with CF management in Thailand, they are not directly involved with the policy-
making process, and should therefore be considered external factors, rather than policy 
actors. Also, the economic interests have been markedly absent in the policy-making 
process. While they may be operating indirectly through other actors, this has not been 
identifiable for me. A more in-depth discussion and description of the actors involved with 
the CF bill can be found in Appendix 5.  
 
Thus, Table 6.2 illustrates the relevant actors of the CF policy subsystem which I have 
identified, and the person interviewed. Three actors have not been interviewed but are 
considered so essential that secondary data will be analyzed; this is the Minister of 
Environment and Natural Resources, the Senators, and the Dhammanaat foundation. 
 
Category Organization/ Institution Name, title of informant 
Government 
 
Ministry of Environment and Natural 
Resources (MNRE) 
Secondary sources - Mr. Yongyuth Tiyapairat, Minister of 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Government  House of the Senate Secondary source – transcription of the 2002 Senate Review of the CF Bill 
Government  The Royal Forest Department (RFD) Mr. Janesak of the Community Forest Division 
Government  The National Park, Wildlife  and  Plant  Conservation  Department, (DNP) 
Dr. Komol Pragthong of the National Park, Wildlife and Plant 
Conservation Department 
Environmental 
NGO Dhammanaat Foundation (DF) Secondary sources 
Environmental 
NGO 
Seub Seub Nakhasathien Foundation 
(SEUB) 
Ms. Rattaya Jandratian, director of SEUB 
 
Environmental 
NGO Wildlife Fund Thailand (WFT) 
Mr. Surapon Duangkhae, Secretary General of the Wildlife Fund 
Thailand: 
Development  
NGO 
Foundation of Ecological Recovery 
(FER) Mr. Kritsada Bunchai, CF specialist 
Development 
NGO Assembly of the Poor (AOP) Head Activist Group (Group interview) 
Researcher Joint Parliamentary Committee to 
review the CF bill 
Dr. Permsak Marabhirabhom, former director of RECOFTC, 
member of the Parliamentary Joint Committee 
Researcher Kasetsart University Professor Utit Kunladit, Dean at the Faculty of Forestry, 
Researcher Kasetsart University Professor Surachet Chettamas, Conservation Division, Faculty of Forestry 
Table 6.2: policy actors in the CF policy subsystem 
 
6.8. Sub-Conclusion 
This chapter has defined the CF policy issue as a distinct policy subsystem that is situated 
within the greater policy subsystems of National Forest and Environmental policy. Thereby 
the main actors and conflicts relevant for this analysis are those which are directly related 
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to the CF issue, while more detached conflicts and actors should be considered external 
factors to the policy subsystem. Through the discussion of the development of the CF issue 
and how CF management should be defined in Thailand, I have argued that the main 
conflict in the CF policy subsystem is of whether or not the CF bill should include the 
protected areas. This conflict has repeatedly been the cause of delays in the policy-making 
process and is still the main problem in the process today. The chapter has also shown that 
the dispute over protected areas in the CF bill is related to a number of other conflicts 
related to environmental management, including land rights conflicts, decentralization, 
environmental concerns, economic interests and ethnic conflicts.  Finally, the chapter has 
discussed and defined the relevant policy actors involved in the CF policy subsystem.  
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Chapter 7. The Belief System Analysis 
 
7.1. Introduction 
In the previous chapters it has been established that the CF Bill is a complicated issue with 
a broad range of actors, who have different perspectives on the CF issue. This project 
maintains that these actors are also characterized by having different environmental values 
which affects the political perceptions, opinions, and positions regarding the CF issue. This 
chapter will thus seek to determine the environmental values and the political views of the 
actors involved with the CF bill, in order to determine the main conflicts of opinion in the 
CF policy and the extent of the conflict in environmental values. These values and views 
will be analyzed by the use of the ACF belief system structure. 
 
7.2. Advocacy Coalitions in the CF policy Subsystem 
According to the ACF, the actors involved with a policy subsystem group themselves in 
advocacy coalitions based on shared values, and their political positions and actions should 
be understood in the context of these coalitions (Sabatier 1988, p. 139, 141). Thereby, the 
views and values of the political actors involved with the CF policy subsystem should be 
analyzed within the broader framework of existing advocacy coalitions. In the following I 
will therefore seek to define the advocacy coalitions involved with the CF Bill.  
 
7.2.1. The early coalitions 
The CF policy Subsystem has been characterized by two periods with different coalitions 
and different issues. The first period was from the beginning of the policy subsystem in the 
late 1980s to 1997. Here the CF issue was debated by three coalitions, which Dr. Pearmsak 
Makarabhirom (2000, p. 60), has defined as the Community Centered, the Government 
Centered, and the National Centered coalition. The debate between these coalitions was 
mainly a dispute over different perceptions of how to define CF management, and to what 
extent it should be based on local management or be a centralized government program. 
 
According to Mr. Kritsada of the PER, the early CF debate was dominated by the 
Community Centered and the Government Centered coalitions. The Community Centered 
coalition’s official policy goal was to establish CF management as a national forest policy, 
so that local communities could be granted the right and responsibility to manage their local 
forest areas. This coalition was comprised mainly by people’s rights activists, such as light 
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green NGO’s, grassroots, researchers, and community networks. The Government Centered 
coalition on the other hand, advocated CF management as a government program, where 
local participation could help improve plantations and reforestation projects, while creating 
income for local communities. This coalition consisted mainly of government officials, 
particularly the RFD. Outside the main debate was the National Centered coalition which 
mainly included dark green NGO’s and other nature conservationists, as well as 
conservative politicians, who considered the Thai forests a valuable national resource. This 
group especially focused on the protected areas, which they argued should be managed and 
protected by the state, rather than being allocated to particular groups of people, who might 
degrade it (Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.; Makarabhirom 2000, p. 60). 
 
The initial CF dispute thus mainly consisted of determining a common definition of CF 
management, particularly the degree of authority granted the local community. The 
Government coalition insisted that RFD should retain all actual control over the CF areas, 
while the Community Centered coalition sought these rights transferred to local 
community. In 1996, these two coalitions reconciled their views to produce a compromise 
draft, which granted local communities the right to manage and utilize community forest 
areas, but under the guidance and supervision of forest officials. This was opposed by the 
National Centered coalition, who continued to promote centralized forest management. 
Their arguments held little authority at the time, however, as the draft was consistent with 
the general evolution towards democracy and decentralization, underway in Thailand at the 
time. A central issue in this movement was the right of local people to participate in 
resource management, and the transfer of authority over forest management from Bangkok 
to local communities was therefore considered a great democratic step towards recognizing 
the rights of the people. However, this draft was never passed due to the interruption of a 
general election in 1996 (Makarabhirom 2000, p. 60; Brenner 1999, p. 20). Following the 
election, the CF bill drowned in the even greater experiment of democracy and people’s 
rights, which then took center stage in Thai politics, the 1997 constitution of Thailand 
(Phongpaichit and Baker 2002, p. 430). 
 
7.2.2. The current coalitions 
When the CF policy issue was revived in 1997, participation and decentralization was 
acknowledged national goals. The Community and Government Centered coalitions had 
settled their major differences. The CF debate therefore shifted to the environmental impact 
of CF management, as the National Centered coalition repeated their demand that CF 
management and human utilization should be banned from the protected areas (Mr. 
Kritsada, pers.com.). The result was a restructuring of the coalitions within the CF policy 
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subsystem, as the Community Centered and National Centered coalition reformed into what 
is here defined as the Full CF and Limited CF coalition. The CF debate thus continued, but 
the negotiation of the bill was at a standstill until 2000 where the Full CF coalition 
presented the ‘People’s version’ of the CF bill directly to the parliament. The parliamentary 
review process of this draft bill further established two uncompromising fractions, as they 
established two different versions of the bill, which mainly differs on the issue of the 
inclusion of the protected areas 
 
The actors in these two coalitions also changed, as policy actors settled on either side 
according to their convictions in environmental management. The Full CF coalition 
consists of a wide range of NGO’s, grassroots, researchers and supportive government 
officials. Also, the Full CF coalition has the support of the House of Representatives, which 
repeatedly have voted in favor of a full version of the CF Bill. The Limited CF coalition is 
mainly comprised by Dark Green NGO’s, researchers and government officials of 
“conservative forest management” view. The Limited CF coalition is supported by a 
significant majority of the Senate. Also, where the government officials and foresters 
earlier formed the Government Centered coalition, these, led by the RFD, supported the 
Limited CF coalition up until recently. This coalition has further more been able to 
mobilize a lot of public support among low-land communities, who depend on the water 
resources generated by the forested highlands. (Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). In the following, 
the actors in these coalitions will be identified and their positions discussed further.  
 
7.3. Defining advocacy coalitions 
According to the ACF, coalitions are a product of the shared values and views of the 
coalition members. The belief system analysis of a coalition should therefore be based on 
the views of the policy actors involved. Thus, it is first necessary to establish which policy 
actors are involved in each CF coalition. 
 
The ACF defines policy actors as working toward the same policy goal, by having a “non-
trivial degree of coordinated activity over time”, and sharing the same belief system 
(Sabatier 1988, p. 139, 141). As this definition of actor affiliation is somewhat vague, it has 
been necessary to define this requirement of corporation more explicitly in order to 
properly determine the coalitions involved with the CF bill. The main difficulty has been 
whether to include the members of Parliament into the coalition, as they do not seem to 
necessarily coordinate their activities with the other policy actors. The ACF include these 
actors in its definition of policy actors, however, and, since the actions of the Senators and 
Representatives have been of vital importance to the policy-making process of the CF bill, 
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coalition activities will in this project include political activities such as voting and 
advocating in a public forum.  
 
Thus, of the NGO’s interviewed, the AOP, FER, and WTP belong to the Full CF coalition. 
So does the RFD, Dr. Pearmsak, and seven of the senators, whose statements have been 
transcribed (see appendix 6). These light green NGO’s, with their focus on people’s rights 
and sustainable development, are not surprisingly some of the leading members of the Full 
CF coalition. Dr. Pearmsak has been an advocate of CF management as a sustainable forest 
management system for decades, and with his present position in the Joint Committee, he 
too is among the main actors in the coalition. The Senators involved with advocating the 
CF bill, should, as discussed above, be considered significant in terms of their negotiation 
and decision-making power in the policy-making process. According to the WFT General 
Secretary, the Senators in support of the Full version of the CF bill are the so-called “NGO-
senators”, who advocate that considerable changes are necessary in order to facilitate rural 
development and the alleviation of the income inequality between rural and urban areas. 
These senators are known for being critical of government policies and often support NGO 
views (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). These senators are thus more radical than the majority of 
the Senate, which is generally conservative and loyal to the existing government policy. 
 
Another significant member of the Full CF coalition is the newly reduced RFD. According 
to Mr. Janesak of the Community Forest Division of the RFD, the department supports the 
implementation of CF management in all forest areas, as this has proven beneficial for the 
forest and to the local people living inside the forest areas (Mr. Janesak, pers.com). This is 
a considerable change of position compared to 1998-2002, where the RFD opposed CF 
management inside the protected areas. The change has most likely been brought about by 
the division of the forest department in 2002, which has left the current RFD responsible 
only for implementing the overall forest policy goals, including promoting economic 
forestry and reforestation, and managing the National Forest Reserves. The prestigious and 
well financed management of the protected areas has been transferred to the DNP, thus 
reducing both the area of jurisdiction and the funding of the current RFD. It is therefore 
likely that the RFD is seeking to reestablish some of their power by promoting CF 
management inside what is now under the jurisdiction of their chief rival, and to present 
them selves as active in finding ways to improve forest management and local livelihoods. 
 
The policy actors of the Limited CF coalition include the dark green NGO’s, DF and 
SEUB, as well as Professor Chettamas, eight of the senators, and as of recently, the new 
Minister of MNRE. The DF has been a leading member in both the National Centered 
coalition and now the Limited CF coalition. The main objective of this actor is nature 
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preservation, particularly in the protected areas, and it has strongly opposed any sign of 
political acceptance or legalization of the people living inside the protected areas. 
According to Laungaramsri (2002, p. 111-113), the DF have draw upon a number of 
disputes in order to obtain this policy objective, including Buddhist teaching, sustainable 
development, national security, and in the CF debate, the ethnical and resource conflicts 
between low-land and highland  communities.  
 
SEUB have collaborated closely with the DF on advocating a more strict enforcement of 
the regulations of the protected areas and opposing the legalization of CF management 
inside these areas. But, recently SEUB has begun to accept the Full CF argument that 
traditional CF practices are sustainable and even beneficial to the forest. The director of 
SEUB, Ms. Rattaya Jandratian, thus indicated that SEUB is prepared to accept the full 
version of the bill, based on the 2004 Joint Committee compromise, but that they still favor 
the limited version of the bill (Ms. Rattaya, pers.com.). With this shift, SEUB thus place 
themselves somewhere between the two coalitions. This shift in perspective could be 
significant in explaining the role of environmental values in the CF policy-making process, 
as it is interesting that SEUB now accept traditional practices, particularly since the 
organization otherwise tend toward a firm preservationist perspective on forest 
management. Therefore, SEUB will be included as an actor in the Limited CF coalition, but 
I will later discuss how such a shift in perception have come about and whether other policy 
actors would be likely to follow.  
 
The Minister of MNRE, Mr. Yongyuth Tiyapairat, has become a significant actor in the 
Limited CF coalition recently, as he has proposed an alternative solution to the 2004 Joint 
Committtee compromise, which restarted the debate and subsequently led to a very 
different proposal being approved by the committee. The motives of the minister could be 
many, but, according to the former minister of MNRE, Mr. Praphat Panyachartrack, the 
policy-making capacity of the minister of MNRE is restricted by the powerful general 
secretaries of the sub-departments, which generally oppose the Full version of the CF bill 
(Bangkok Post, June 10, 2005). This may therefore continue to restrict the policy advocated 
by the current minister. 
 
The Limited CF coalition is also supported by a majority of the senate, including eight of 
the Senators from the 2002 transcript. As discussed above, these Senators in favor of the 
Limited CF bill are considered conservative and government friendly, as they generally 
support government policies. Finally, Professor Chettamas of the Kasetsart Conservation 
Department is also a member of the coalition. He is mainly concerned with the long-term 
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preservation of the forest and biological diversity if community utilization is allowed, as he 
believes this will encourage deforestation (Prof. Chettamas, pers.com.). 
 
The perhaps most surprising policy actor is the DNP, which, according to my interview 
with DNP deputy chief, Dr. Komol Pragthong, is not an active policy actor at all. Based on 
the fierce advocacy of the old RFD of a limited version of the CF bill, I had assumed that 
the new department responsible for the protected areas would continue this line, and thus be 
a prominent member of the Limited CF coalition. But apparently, the DNP prefer that no 
CF bill is passed at all, as it considers the bill to be an unnecessary complication for the CF 
management which already exists. Nonetheless, according to Dr. Komol, the DNP does not 
actively advocate this view. “We do not interfere”, (Dr. Komol, pers.com.). It can be 
discussed whether this should be taken at face value, as the RFD always has been a large 
organization with many interior conflicts between different groups, including over 
contradictory management perspectives (Isager 2000, p. 17). Just because the RFD has 
been divided, there is no reason to assume that these internal conflicts have been alleviated. 
Thus, I find it likely that there are fractions within the DNP which support one or the other 
coalition. However, as officially the DNP does not participate actively in the CF debate, it 
must be placed as an outsider in the policy subsystem. 
 
So must Professor Utit Kunladit, Dean of the Kasetsart Faculty of Forestry, who likewise is 
against there being any CF bill, but refuse to become involved with the political debate of 
the bill. Thus the coalition affiliation of the interviewed and researched policy actors in the 
CF policy subsystem can be established as in table 7.1, while the DNP and Professor Utit 
are considered “inactive” policy actors.  
 
For Limited CF For Full CF 
8 Senators 7 Senators 
Dhammanart Foundation Royal Forest Department (RFD) 
Seub Nakhasathien Foundation (SEUB) Wildlife Found Thailand (WFT) 
Minister of Ministry of Natural Resources  
and the Environment (MNRE) 
Foundation of Ecological Recovery 
(FER) 
Professor Chettamas Assembly of the Poor (AOP) 
 Dr. Pearmsak Makarabhirom 
   Table 7.1: Informants placed in advocacy coalitions 
 
7.4. Belief System Analysis 
The actors involved with the CF bill are thus currently divided into two advocacy 
coalitions. Based on the interviews and research of secondary sources, I have established 
the belief system of the two coalitions. As prescribed by the ACF, the analysis of belief 
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systems are separated into deep core values, policy core values, and secondary aspects. In 
my analysis, I have focused on defining the main aspects of the policy core values and the 
environmental values of the deep core values. Only few actors were concerned with the 
secondary aspects of the bill, and as the ACF consider these of relative little significance in 
policy conflicts, these will not be considered further. The following section will first briefly 
present the main perspectives of the belief systems of the two coalitions, and seek to 
determine three aspects: 
1. The views and internal consistency of the belief systems 
2. The main conflicts of the coalitions 
3. The extent of the conflict of environmental values 
 
 
7.4.1. The Full CF Coalition 
The belief system of the Full CF coalition is characterized by a concern for the welfare of 
local communities and poor rural people living of forest lands. This coalition view 
deforestation as the main problem, mainly because it threatens the remaining pristine forest 
areas and endangered wildlife, but also because it thereby degrades the environment of 
which the local people sustain themselves. Another problem is the marginalization of local 
people, which the coalition views as the result of the national preservationist forest policy.  
Table 7.2: The Full CF Coalition Belief System 
 
Deep core Policy Core Secondary Aspects 
Priority of ultimate values 
Priority is placed on sustainable resource 
utilization 
The problem 
Deforestation  
Marginalization of people living in protected areas 
Definition of eligible community 
Both ethnic minority and Thai communities 
 
Anthropocentric or ecocentric?  
(AOP) Anthropocentric - People before 
nature  
(Others) Ecocentric - Nature before people  
The cause 
Ineffective centralized management 
The enclosure of forest areas  
Unsustainable utilization of forest resources 
Age of community 
All - accepted by Province Authority 
Communities established before the protected 
area was established  
Man as outside or part of nature 
Man is part of nature 
Whose welfare counts? 
Poor 
Rural people  
Who can apply 
50 people user group  
Communities in all forest areas 
Proof of management 5 years prior to the bill  
Human relationship with nature - 
degrade nature by presence? 
Humans utilization does not degrade nature 
Traditional communities can use nature 
without degrading it 
Solution to the problem 
Full CF Bill - Sustainable forest management  
Better management based on local knowledge  
RFD and community cooperation 
Funding 
Fund  
 Purpose of the legislation 
Securing peoples constitutional right to participate 
To support poor peoples livelihood 
Better forest conservation  
 
 Ability to solve the problem  
Local people are able to manage can manage forests 
Traditional communities can manage the forest,  
Communities and RFD can manage together  
 
 Distribution of authority - Final Authority  
Provincial Community Forest Committee 
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The CF Bill is thus considered an alternative to the current forest policy as means of 
achieving better forest management, while simultaneously alleviating some of the problems 
surrounding the many people living inside the protected areas.  
 
The main argument of the Full CF Coalition is that CF management can be sustainable as 
many communities have proven themselves able to protect the forest as well as utilize its 
resources sustainably. Mr. Kritsada of the FER thus argues that “…local people have 
experience to manage forest. Some people use traditional knowledge, but many groups 
create new knowledge: knowledge from the outside, from the NGO, from the government. 
They want only to protect forest” (Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). 
 
The coalition members all recognize that some local people destroy the forest, but they also 
agree that this is mainly a result of their poverty and lack of alternative options. The 
secretary general of the WFT thus stated “The idea that people destroy the forest is wrong. 
The people depend on the forest, so they don’t want to destroy the forest. So we have to find 
out how we can help them” (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). The main views of the Full CF 
coalition are thus centered on a sustainable approach to forest management, favoring local 
participation and the acceptance of forest utilization within the capacity of forest resources. 
 
7.4.2. The Limited CF coalition  
The Limited CF coalition is characterized by advocating more like a counter coalition to the 
full version of the bill than an advocacy coalition for the limited version. This has made the 
analysis of what they stand for somewhat difficult, as they more often than not describe 
what they oppose rather than what they support. 
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Deep core Policy Core Secondary Aspects 
Priority of ultimate values 
Priority is placed on environmental 
preservation  
Definition of the problem 
Deforestation 
Local people destroying the forest 
Ineffective forest management 
Definition of community:  
Ethnic Thai communities 
All communities  
 
Anthropocentric or ecocentric?  
Ecocentric - Nature before people  
Anthropocentric -  Protect nature for future 
use/enjoyment  
Definition of the cause 
Open access conditions 
Ineffective management and control 
People living inside protected areas 
Age of community: 
Not an issue 
Man as outside or part of nature 
Dualistic - Man used to be part of nature 
Dualistic - Man is outside nature 
Whose welfare counts? 
Thai people 
The nation 
 
Regulations: Who can apply? 
100 people user group 
Communities outside protected areas 
Proof of management 5 years prior to the bill 
Human relationship with nature - 
humans intrinsically destructive/benign  
Modern man is destructive  
Man is intrinsically destructive 
Solution to the problem 
Remove people from protected areas, and give them 
CF in national reserves 
Work with local people to manage the forest 
Funding 
No Fund  
 Purpose of the legislation 
Securing peoples constitutional right to participate 
Better forest management (outside protected areas) 
 
 Ability to solve the problem  
People can manage CF, but not in protected forests 
Local people cannot manage protected forest areas 
People are ‘corrupted’ by modern life 
Local people destroy the forest because of needs 
 
 Distribution of authority - Final Authority 
RFD director general 
 
Table 7.3: The Limited CF Coalition Belief System 
 
The coalition accepts the CF management as a potential alternative solution to problems 
with forest management as well as the right of local people. The coalition members seem to 
agree, however, on their resistance of the inclusion of the protected areas in the CF bill. 
They argue that the current ‘open access’ of the forests are encouraging encroachment.  
Senator Lompong Pilasombat argues “Conserved forest is like a thousand baht bill that is 
placed along the way. Whoever finds it, keeps it” (Senate transcript, March 15, 2002). 
 
The main argument of this coalition is that local people do not have the ability to manage 
the protected forest areas. Thus Senator Nipattha Amornrattanamaetha state: “They are all 
human. They have passion, love, greed, anger, and personal necessity that motivate them to 
destroy the forest. I don’t believe that people can live out of the resources from the forest 
alone. They can’t eat only vegetables everyday. People need convenience, which only 
money can buy” (Senate Transcript, March 15, 2002).  
 
The Limited CF coalition accepts CF management outside the protected areas, but wants a 
preservationist forest management of the protected areas. Most of the coalition argues that 
the CF bill should be followed by a resettlement of the people inside the protected areas to 
other forest areas, where they can then be granted community forests to manage. Senator 
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Wichai Krongyut calls this separation the way for people and forest to “live together in 
peace” (Senate transcript, March 15, 2002). 
 
7.5. Internal consistency 
Internal consistency is an important feature of the belief systems, since, according to the 
ACF, coalitions are defined by their shared beliefs. The belief systems of all the members 
of a coalition are not expected to be completely consistent, but mainly so. According to 
Sabatier (1993, p. 32), the chief consistency should be found in the policy core values, as 
these are the values pertaining to the policy issue in question. Generally, the two CF 
coalitions have internally consistent belief systems, especially on the policy core values. 
Most importantly, the members of each coalition are in complete agreement on the main 
policy core value of the CF solution and whether it should be based on a sustainable or 
preservationist forest management approach.  
 
The major discrepancy in the Full CF coalition is the AOP, which have a slightly different 
agenda than the other members. The AOP is the only member who does not place first 
priority on forest conservation: “People who live in that area are aware that they will have 
to do something to protect the forest and the place that they live or they know that they 
won’t be allowed to stay” (AOP, pers.com.). The organization places more emphasis on CF 
management as a means to improve the livelihood security of these people, by reducing the 
conflict with authorities, than a method to protect forest resources. Thereby the AOP does 
not share the same priority of ultimate values as the other members in the Full CF coalition. 
The AOP is thereby also the only member of the Full CF coalition with anthropocentric 
values. All the other members are ecocentric, emphasizing that utilization must be 
sustainable. Mr. Janesak from the Community Forest Division in the RFD explained: 
“community forest is sustainable. Each community forest objective [of the CF management plan. 
Red.] has too fit. It depends on the objectives in each plan. No matter where it is, it has to be 
a sustainable plan” (Mr. Janesak, pers.com.). This discrepancy is not surprising, however, 
since the AOP is the only one of the coalition members interviewed, whose primary agenda 
is rural development. Their only relation to environmental conservation is in the degree that 
it affects rural poor people. Since the different views of the AOP is based on their 
normative background, their deep core values, rather than their policy core values, this has 
little significance for the consistency of the coalition. 
 
In the Limited CF Coalition all members prioritize the ultimate value of environmental 
protection, but most of the informants, especially the Senators, base their arguments on 
anthropocentric values, arguing that the protected areas are important for the water flow 
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and the continuous welfare and enjoyment of the entire Thai people. Thereby, their reasons 
for protecting the forests are not because they value natural preservation higher than people, 
but rather because they value the consequences of forest destruction as more problematic to 
man than the utility of the forest resource for human needs. Other members of the coalition 
do have ecocentric preferences, such as the DF, who explicitly argue that man have no right 
to destroy the forest and its biodiversity (Laungaramsri 2002, p. 115). 
 
There is also an internal inconsistency in the Limited CF coalition over the deep core 
values of man’s relationship with nature. One perspective considers humans to be 
intrinsically destructive and placed apart from nature. Senator Sompon Khamchun asks 
“which was born first, forest or men? The forest has been here since the ancient time. 
People came here later. The forest is almost gone because of self-destruction or because of 
people destroyed it“? (Senate Transcript, March 15, 2002). Another more ‘romantic’ 
perspective perceives that traditionally, man could live with nature in harmony, but 
modernization has corrupted man, so that now, according to the DF, humans are “a type of 
species which nature cannot totally bear. Human beings have long departed from nature. 
Culture changes all the time. Old people might still adhere to old culture, but this cannot 
withstand the influx of consumerism” (Laungaramsri 2002, p. 115). 
 
The difference in these views may appear redundant, since both perspectives agree that man 
today is outside nature and destructive to the environment, but the difference is important in 
the context of the CF policy-making process. As the policy actors with ‘romantic’ values 
accept that man once was capable of living in harmony with nature, their views are less 
contradictory to the Full CF coalition’s arguments than the views of the other Limited CF 
coalition members, who believe that man has always been destructive to nature. This 
difference may manifest itself with the new recent position of SEUB. According to Ms. 
Rattaya, SEUB does now recognize the ability of some traditional communities have the 
ability to manage community forests without destroying the forest. “Today we know that 
people can take care of community forest” (Ms. Rattaya, pers.com.). This change in 
position could be a result of SEUB being more receptive to arguments that old and 
traditional communities still practice traditional methods of forest management. 
 
Generally, the belief systems of the two coalitions are thus internally consistent in terms of 
the policy core values, and to a large extent, also in deep core values. The few 
inconsistencies are not particularly significant, with the possible exception of the 
differentiation in the Limited CF coalition between traditional and modern man.  
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7.6. The main conflicts in the belief systems 
Based on the belief systems of the two coalitions, a more comprehensive picture of the 
conflicts between the two coalitions can be drawn. The issues defined by the belief systems 
are closely interrelated. Rather than discussing all the values separately and thus without 
their context, the main conflicts will be discussed as three overall issues: 
1. Whose welfare counts? Conflicts related to what groups should gain the priority of 
ultimate values, and whether this is based on anthropocentric or egocentric values. 
2. The Solution. What solution and management approach is sought, the definition of 
problem and cause, and whether local people are able to manage community forests. 
3. Deep Core Environmental values. Conflicts of mans role in nature and whether man is 
intrinsically destructive or benign in relation to nature. 
 
7.6.1. Whose welfare counts? 
The question over who should benefit most from forest management is the basis of several 
categories of the belief systems, both deep core and policy core. The policy core question is 
concerned with which groups the coalitions seek to benefit. The Full CF coalition favors 
poor and rural people, and particularly the people living inside the protected areas, as the 
current forest policy has left them in a precarious situation. Opposite, the Limited CF 
coalition seeks to benefit only those people living outside the protected areas and the Thai 
people as a nation. Senator Nipattha Amornrattanamaetha argued that the most important 
thing was to “preserve the forest for the Thai children” (Senate transcript, March 15, 2002). 
 
As a deep core value, this question of ‘whose welfare counts?’ is separated into two 
categories, a moral priority of ultimate value, and the ethical view of anthropocentrism or 
ecocentrism. The difference between these two may seem negligent, but in the CF policy 
subsystem, the small difference is a significant element. The Full CF coalition prioritizes 
the ultimate value of sustainable resource utilization, thus accepting forest utilization, 
although within the constraints of the forest resource. The Limited CF coalition prioritizes 
the ultimate value of environmental preservation. Thereby both coalitions emphasize the 
protection of the forest resources as the main concern, either by seeking environmental 
preservation or by allowing use, but only to the extent that the ecosystem is not degraded. 
 
This unity is not found in the other deep core category of whose welfare counts: the value 
of nature. As was determined in the discussion of internal consistency, the deep core value 
of anthropocentric or ecocentric value is a source of disagreement within both coalitions. In 
the Full CF coalition only the AOP stands out by having an anthropocentric view, the rest 
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of the coalition members are all ecocentric. In the Limited CF coalition, the disparity is 
more marked, as especially senators presents anthropocentric arguments, such as Senator 
Han Leelanon, who asked: “What happens if the community forest policy got approved? 
How do we survive when the source of water is destroyed? Farmers will have a hard time 
cultivating rice” (Senate transcript, March 15, 2002). 
 
Based on these differences, it must be concluded that the anthropocentric/ecocentric value 
conflict cannot be that important in the CF policy subsystem, as the coalitions are not 
internally consistent in this view, nor have conflict of values between them. Rather, the 
internal consistency and conflict over the deep core value of ‘whose welfare counts’ lies in 
the ultimate values of priority. The two values are closely related, but significantly 
different. The anthropocentric/ecocentric values are contradictory ethical positions of 
nature being either instrumentally valuable or intrinsically valuable. The different priorities 
of ultimate values are not based on contradictory values, but different priorities, and thus do 
not negate the importance of the opposite view. Thus, the two coalitions do not seem to 
hold significant contradictory ethical views of the value of nature, but rather different 
priorities of ultimate values. 
 
7.6.2. Solution 
The second area of noteworthy differences in the belief systems of the two coalitions is in 
the value categories of problem, cause, solution, and ability. The problem definitions are 
somewhat similar, as both coalitions are concerned with the continuing deforestation, but 
here the agreement end. The Full CF coalition is concerned with the livelihood conditions 
of the people presently living inside the protected areas, while the Limited CF coalition are 
more concerned with the presence and destruction of these people. The two coalitions thus 
only seem to agree that the present forest management approach is not working. 
 
The Full CF coalition blame the deforestation on centralized government management and 
a marginalization of the local people living within the forests areas, forcing them to utilize 
the forest resources, sometimes excessively. The Limited CF coalition views the cause of 
deforestation as the current open access utilization of protected areas, caused by a 
combination of ineffective forest management and unlawful local people, who degrade the 
forest and disturb the wildlife. Thus, both coalitions considers the present utilization of 
forest resources by local people to be a problem, but the Full CF coalition perceives the 
problem to be caused by poverty and marginalization of the local people, not, like the 
Limited CF coalition, by their presence. The secretary general of the WFT thus stated “We 
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give them so many problems, so much pressure, that they have to go looking on their own 
for the solution. It ends with them becoming victims” (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). 
 
The perspectives of problem and cause are evident in the two different solutions presented 
by the coalitions. The Full CF coalition advocates the full CF version of the bill as a 
sustainable solution for all forest areas, which would allow for forest utilization within the 
carrying capacity of the community forests. Their version of the CF bill is compatible with 
the ‘sustainable ecosystem approach’ defined in chapter 4, where all nature utilization is 
considered acceptable, as long as it doesn’t degrade the resource base. According to Mr. 
Kritsada of the PER, the sustainability would be ensured as “The local people have to propose 
a plan of how to mange the forest, what objectives they have. The objectives of the local people 
cannot go against the objectives of the Community Forest bill” (Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). 
 
The Limited CF coalition supports a CF bill, which would only allow CF management 
outside the protected areas. They favor a preservationist management approach, where 
some forest areas can be used but other areas should be enclosed and the local people 
within them resettled to other, less ecologically valuable areas. This differentiation of 
natural areas is a corner stone of the preservationist approach, which does not deny human 
resource utilization in general, but seeks to preserve certain areas free of any human 
influence. Thus Ms. Rattaya of SEUB argues that “forests outside the protected area should 
be owned and managed by the community. But the protected area is not for people to roam 
about, because that is where we preserve wildlife. Inside watersheds should be nature 
conservation” (Ms. Rattaya, pers.com.). 
 
The management approaches favored by the two coalitions are closely related to the policy 
core value of whether local people have the ability to manage forests. This has dominated 
the debates over CF management inside the protected areas. The Full CF coalition argue 
that local communities are capable of managing community forests based on research as 
well as the many successful community forests which are established already. According to 
this coalition, traditional practices and local knowledge is still present in forest 
communities and villagers are aware of the ecological reality of their situation and that 
overexploitation would lead to degradation. Therefore, local people are careful not to 
extract too much. Rather, according to WFT, they have proven able to protect their local 
forest from deforestation: “people have lived there a long time and have done a lot to protect the 
forest. Like the Karen, forest around them is still good forest” (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). 
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The Limited CF coalition does not agree that local people been able to manage the forests 
sustainably. Rather, its policy actors argue that local people are the cause of the 
deforestation, because they seek only to make profit, and cannot understand the ecological 
consequences of clearing the forests. Some members of the coalition have a more moderate 
perspective which concede that traditionally, CF management have been a good sustainable 
practice, but that land scarcity, population increase, and economic difficulties have given 
local people incentive to destroy the forest or sell the land. According to Professor 
Chettamas, the consequences become a negative reproducing system: “Investors or 
influential people tend to use money as a bait to make poor people sell their land. That 
happens everywhere in Thailand. After they sell the land, they continue to encroach on 
other land, particularly in the protected areas. (Professor Chettamas, pers.com.). 
 
While the Limited CF coalition internally does not completely agree in which light to 
perceive local communities, as greedy or vulnerable to bad influences, they do agree that 
modern life has changed the conditions for forest management, and that local communities 
cannot be trusted to avoid overexploitation. The Limited CF coalition thus view the CF bill 
as unable to restrain local people from using the CF areas excessively, and therefore argue 
that protected areas are too valuable to the nation for Thailand to take a chance on CF 
management inside these areas. 
 
7.6.3. Deep Core Environmental values 
The final conflict in the belief systems of the two coalitions is the different environmental 
deep core values of the relationship between man and nature; the dualistic/holistic view of 
nature and whether man has an intrinsically destructive or benign relationship to nature. 
 
The full CF coalition has a holistic view of man as part of nature, and believes that human 
use should not be understood as intrinsically destructive, but as a part of nature. According 
to Mr. Surapon of the WFT: “…the forest and the people have lived together for a long time … 
their living is still in harmony with the ecosystem in many aspects”. Thus, the Full CF coalition 
place themselves within the modern ecosystem view of mankind as a ‘natural’ element in 
nature, whose interaction with the surrounding environment should be accepted to the 
degree that it doesn’t degrade the overall capacity of the environment. 
 
The environmental values of the Limited CF coalition are more complicated. Generally, 
they have a dualistic view of man as outside nature, and believe that man today is a 
destructive element in the natural world. But as discussed in previous sections, the coalition 
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disagrees on why this is so. The ‘romantics’ view the separation of man from nature as a 
consequence of the civilization of man, who has developed many needs and an exploit-
oriented culture. Modern man has thus developed into being unable to live in harmony with 
his environment. Others share the dualistic view, but refer to a more intrinsic contrast 
between man and nature. Thus they perceive man as having always been apart from nature, 
and the destructiveness in nature as a human trait, and believe that any use or any alteration 
made by man is destructive, while the ‘romantics’ view the destructiveness as a modern 
phenomenon and closely related with greed and overexploitation. 
 
The consequences of this internal divergence in views in the Limited CF coalition will be 
discussed below. Here, it is merely relevant to establish that the two coalitions conflict in 
their environmental views of the relationship between man and nature. 
 
7.7. The extent of the conflict of environmental values 
As can be observed in the belief system tables, the two coalitions have vastly different 
belief systems. It is not that surprising that two opposing advocacy coalitions define a 
political problem in different terms or seek different solutions to the problem. The focus of 
the project is what influence this value conflict has on policy-making process of the CF 
Bill. To that end, it is important to determine to what extent the two coalitions disagree, 
since there are many ways to define a ‘conflict’. Is it a significant problem in the policy-
making process, which will be difficult to overcome, or do the coalitions simply have 
slightly different views, which could more easily be negotiated. 
 
In this project, the extent of conflict of environmental values, and thus whether the conflict 
should be considered significant, is based on the ACF distinction between a high level and 
a low level conflict. According to the ACF, the level of conflict in a policy subsystem 
“reflects the degree of incompatibility of basic beliefs of competing coalitions”. To the 
ACF, this degree is determined by what extent the core values of a coalition is threatened 
by the views of the opposite coalition. Thus, the more directly the core values of two 
coalitions conflict, the higher the level of conflict (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49). 
The ACF does not explicitly define ‘incompatibility’, but for the purpose of analysis in this 
project, a high degree of incompatibility will be defined as contradictory values, while a 
low degree of incompatibility will be defined as different yet comparable views, such as 
when one is more extreme than the other. 
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In order to understand the conflict of environmental values in the CF policy subsystem it is 
also necessary to remember the relationship between policy core values and deep core 
values. The policy core values “serve to translate the deep core into political practice” 
(Sabatier and Jenkings-Smith 1993, p. 242). Thus deep core values are often the moral and 
normative values which determine the views of a policy actor on an issue, here the CF bill. 
 
In the CF policy subsystem, I have found that there are two main conflicts of environmental 
values which are highly interrelated, a deep core conflict and a policy core conflict. The 
main policy core conflict is the solution, or management approach, which is the most 
evident conflict in the CF debates. The two coalitions each favor a CF solution, which, as I 
have shown, are based on two distinctive views on how best to manage the forest, the 
sustainable and the preservationist management approach. I would argue that this conflict 
has proved to be the central conflict of the two belief systems, as it is the foundation of the 
policy objective sought by either coalition. Thus, all the other values of the belief system 
are somehow connected to or the foundation of these two environmental values. This 
includes the other main conflict, that of the deep core environmental values. The deep core 
environmental values are thus the normative foundation of the preservationist or sustainable 
ecosystem approach. The basic understanding of the relationship between man and nature is 
the premise for these two approaches. 
 
To establish whether this conflict is a high level or a low level conflict, it is thus necessary 
to determine whether the environmental values in question are incompatible or only 
different. Based on the definitions of these values in chapter 4, I would argue that the 
overall concepts of preservationist and sustainable forest management may not seem 
contradictory, as they are based on the same priority of ultimate value, environmental 
preservation. But as it was also defined in chapter 4, and demonstrated again in the CF 
policy subsystem, the preservationist and sustainable ecosystem approach is based on 
distinctive and quite incompatible values of the relationship between man and nature. The 
holistic and dualistic perceptions are direct opposites, one situating man within the natural 
systems, while the other place man outside. 
 
The distinctions between man as intrinsically destructive or benign within nature is less 
explicitly contradictory, since the view that man is intrinsically destructive has been 
moderated into two degrees, that man ‘by nature’ is destructive, or the ‘romantic’ view that 
man used to be ecologically benign but now, though modern life is inherently destructive. 
In the CF policy subsystem, this romantic view can be found advocated by several actors in 
the Limited CF coalition, including the key actors, such as the DF and until recently, 
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SEUB. The change in attitude of SEUB towards some of the communities inside the 
protected areas indicate that this romantic perspective of modernity or civilization as the 
corrupter of man might be significant as a potential middle ground; a perspective that is not 
incompatible, but merely differs. While there is some degree of compatibility regarding the 
perspective of man’s relationship with nature, this view is still held by a minority of the 
policy actors. Thus, the coalitions generally have contradictory environmental values, but 
particularly the holistic/dualistic perspective of man’s relationship with nature separate the 
two coalitions and influence the contradictory disposition of the two management 
approaches advocated. Thus I can conclude that there is a high level of conflict of 
environmental values between the two coalitions in the CF policy subsystem. 
 
7.8. Sub-conclusion 
In this chapter I have determined that while up until 1997 there were three coalitions in the 
CF policy subsystem, the Community Centered coalition, the Government Centered 
coalition, and the National Centered coalition, there are presently only two coalitions 
involved with the CF policy subsystem, the Limited CF coalition and the Full CF coalition. 
The main conflicts of values of these coalitions are about who should benefit from the 
policy change, what solution in terms of forest management approach the policy should 
implement, and how the relationship between man and nature should be perceived. 
 
Based on the ACF definition of high and low levels of conflict, I have determined that there 
is a high level of conflict of environmental values concerning the two policy core values of 
proposed solutions, which are based on the contradictory preservationist and sustainable 
ecosystem approaches to natural resource management. This conflict is closely related to 
the contradictory deep core values of the two coalitions regarding the relationship between 
man and nature. The Full CF coalition has a holistic view of nature, while the Limited CF 
coalition has a dualistic view. 
 
I can therefore conclude that the extent of the conflict of environmental values between the 
two coalitions mainly should be understood from the value of the promoted CF solution 
and the deep core conflict of whether man is part of or outside nature. I have found that the 
extent of this conflict is a high-level conflict, since the two belief systems are internally 
consistent and have contrasting views of these core values. 
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Chapter 8. The CF Policy-Making Process  
 
8.1. Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to analyze and discuss the possible effect of the conflict of 
environmental values on the policy-making process of the CF bill. Therefore this chapter 
will consider the main events of the CF policy-making process and discuss how the ACF 
and PPF respectively would explain the influence of the conflict of environmental values. 
The different conclusions of these two perspectives, as well as their merits and limitations 
will be discussed in order to finally consider how the conflict of environmental values can 
be determined to have influenced the policy-making process of the CF bill. 
 
8.2. The Policy-Making Process 
The development of a policy subsystem is a lengthy process. The CF policy subsystem goes 
back more than 15 years, and in that time, both the conflicts and the policy actors involved 
with the issue have developed and changed. In the previous chapters I have identified the 
policy-making process of the CF policy subsystem. Based on these discussions, I have 
found that the process should be characterized as having two distinct phases and two 
significant shifts, which are relevant.  
 
The first phase from the late 1980s up to 1996, where the issue was brought into the 
political agenda and the first coalitions was established: the Government Centered, the 
Community Centered and the National Centered coalition. The two primary coalitions, the 
Government Centered and the Community Centered coalition, initially disagreed of how to 
define CF and the distribution of authority. In 1996 they developed a compromise draft, 
which was opposed by the National Centered coalition. 
The first shift in 1997, where the structure of the coalitions changed from three to two 
coalitions and the main dispute changed from being over the definition of CF and the 
distribution of authority to the inclusion or exclusion of the protected areas in the bill. 
The second phase from 1997 to 2004, where the debate between the two coalitions became 
more forceful and the Full CF coalition changed the level of decision-making authority by 
directly passing the ‘people’s version’ to the parliament, thus bringing the dispute over CF 
in protected areas up to a parliamentary level. 
The second shift in late 2004 to 2005, where the authority and responsibility of finding a 
resolution is placed on the Joint Committee, which first draws up one then another 
compromise draft of the CF bill. 
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In the following these elements of the process will be examined more closely, to investigate 
why the policy-making process has evolved thus, and the role the conflict of environmental 
values have played according to my two frameworks of explanation respectively. 
 
8.3. The ACF explanation 
In explaining the CF policy-making process, the ACF would focus on the development of 
the coalitions and their values, as values are considered the main stabilizing aspect of 
political advocacy. 
 
First phase 
The first phase of the CF policy-making process was characterized by the development of 
coalitions and more importantly, the initial conflict and then compromise of two of these 
coalitions. This initial phase would by the ACF be explained as the development of the CF 
policy subsystem from a nascent to a mature policy subsystem. As the CF management 
became an issue on the forest policy agenda, policy actors began to develop into several 
initial factions. According to the ACF, the beginning phase would thus not be characterized 
by firmly positioned coalitions with well established core values, but rather by an 
abundance of values which would become better defined as the process continued. By the 
end of the beginning phase, the three coalitions of the subsystem were formed. 
 
The initial conflict of these coalitions were over the distribution of authority, and should, 
according to the ACF, be explained as a nascent value conflict, as the subsystem to young 
for these differences to have developed into core conflicts. Core values requires time 
develop to as they are based on an understanding of the policy issue gained through 
research and negotiation (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 135). Thus the initial conflict 
of the Community Centered and Government Centered coalition on the distribution of 
authority was possible to settle, and after some negotiation, they could make a compromise. 
 
This development of the coalition’s core values was most likely significantly influenced by 
the changing conditions for the CF policy subsystem in this period. From 1992 to 1996, the 
democratization process in Thailand had evolved considerably, as political developments 
increasingly emphasized decentralization and public participation (Brenner et. al. 1999, p. 
20; Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). The policy goal of the Community Centered coalition were 
thereby strengthened and while the Government Centered coalition lost some of its 
legitimacy, which facilitated a constructive dialogue and compromise between the two. 
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First Shift: The 1997 change in the policy subsystem 
The 1997 shift of the policy subsystem was characterized by a change in the coalition 
structure from three coalitions to two, and the main dispute changed from centering on the 
distribution of authority in CF management to whether CF management should be allowed 
inside the protected areas. This had until then only been an issue for the National Centered 
coalition, as both the Community Centered and Government Centered coalition had 
allowed CF management in all forest areas. In 1997, however, the policy subsystem 
changed as the National Centered coalition became more resourceful and the Government 
Centered coalition faded away. 
 
According to the ACF, this development should be understood as a change in the external 
parameters. In 1997, the democratization process of Thailand took a great leap forward as 
country gained a new constitution, by ACF defined as a change in the ‘basic constitutional 
structure’, which promoted decentralization and public participation in resource 
management (The Constitution of Thailand of 1997, Article 46). This influenced policy-
making on all levels, including the national five-year plan which promoted the CF Bill as 
an important policy, which should be completed within that five year period (NESDB 
1997-2001). This process had been underway for years as the increasing democratization 
process had slowly removed the political majority in favor of centralized management and 
thus severely limited the political support of the Government Centered coalition. By 1997, 
the primary coalitions were thus the Community Centered and National Centered 
coalitions, but in a slightly redefined form, since the main conflict between these no longer 
centered on the distribution of authority in forest management, but on whether to include or 
exclude the protected areas, and whether local people were able to manage the forest areas 
with out destroying them. These redefined coalitions have in this project been defined as 
the Limited CF coalition and the Full CF coalition. 
 
Second phase: 1997- 2004 
The shift in 1997 may not have had a major impact of the policy-making process, had it not 
been for the promotion of Mr. Plodprasob Suraswadi as General Director of the RFD in 
1998. Seeking to present better results in the fight against deforestation, Mr. Plodprasob 
took a very hard line with the people living inside the protected areas and strongly opposed 
the inclusion of the protected areas in a community forest law and significantly 
strengthened the case of the Limited CF coalition, by arguing the “man and forest cannot 
coexist”. This was a change in view for the RFD who had previously included the protected 
areas in their CF drafts (Kaiyurawong 2000, p. 74). 
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The second phase of the CF policy-making process was thus characterized by an, at times, 
fierce and uncompromising debate over protected areas and particularly environmental 
values, which left little room for negotiations. Thereby, the CF policy subsystem had 
evolved to a high level conflict of environmental values, which according to the ACF, 
results in an obstinacy among the competing coalitions, as they refuse to accept any new 
knowledge which may refute their core values. The two developed into contrary coalitions 
with conflicting environmental values. The resulting dispute of the bill is thus unlikely to 
be resolved by the two parties reaching any mutual agreement. Rather, a resolution is more 
likely as a consequence of outside events and changes, which gives one coalition the 
opportunity to triumph over the other (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 123-125). 
 
The 1997 constitution gave the Full CF coalition a possible way of out of the stalemate, by 
allowing a law proposal to be presented directly to Parliament, provided it has 50.000 
signatures. The Full CF coalition thus drafted the ‘People’s Version’ of the CF bill and 
submitted it to the Thai Parliament in 2000, thus passing over negotiations with the RFD 
and Limited CF coalition (Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). The ACF would define this as a 
strategic guidance instrument, which enabled the Full CF coalition to influence the level of 
decision-making authority on which the bill was to be negotiated (Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith 1993, p. 227). The result of this strategy was that the conflict over the protected areas 
now was elevated to a parliamentarian level. The two chambers of parliament also 
disagreed on the scope of the bill and each presented a draft version, which I have defined 
as the Limited CF version of the Senate and the Full CF version of the House of 
Representatives With the negotiations that followed, the two coalitions therefore just 
became even more firmly established (Mr. Janesak, pers.com.). 
 
Second shift: 2004/2005 negotiations in the Joint Committee 
In 2002, a Joint Committee of Parliament was established to formulate a compromise draft 
and end the political dispute over CF management once and for all. The political pressure 
on the Joint Committee to settle the decade long dispute has been significant, as the media, 
political parties, and NGO’s zealously have kept pressuring for the Committee to work 
faster (The Nation, December 22, 2004, Bangkok Post, December 22, 2004; March 25 
2005; April 5, 2005). After some delay, the committee finally began its work in 2004 and 
established a compromise draft which allowed CF inside the protected areas, but under 
stricter terms than outside the protected areas, thus defining ‘two standards’ of CF 
management (Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). 
 
The result of the negotiations was thus a resolution where the policy core values of the Full 
CF coalition would be implemented. This victory lasted until August 2005, when the new 
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minister of MNRE joined the CF debate and proposed the establishment of “Special Forest 
Zones” in about 20 percent of the protected areas, where community forests and other 
human activities would be banned. This proposal sparked another round of debate on the 
advisability on allowing CF management inside the protected areas, and a new draft was 
made and passed, based on the minister’s proposal (Bangkok Post, September 16, 2005). 
 
The initial resolution was by different actors and the media defined as a genuine 
conciliation of the two fractions and predicted to pass the Joint Committee without 
problems (Bangkok Post August 27, 2005; Dr. Pearmsak, Mr. Kritsada, Mr. Janesak, 
pers.com.). But the speed by which some of Committee members seized upon the proposal 
from the new Minister of MNRE indicates that the compromise was not fully accepted. 
Thus, the initial ‘compromise’ could not have been a result of a change in perception of 
policy actors, by the ACF defined as policy oriented learning, where the values or entire 
belief system of an actor change upon faced with contrary evidence, as this would not have 
caused such a quick reversal (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 123). Rather, the first 
resolution more likely was a result of external events, especially the political pressure. 
 
The ACF finds that a compromise between otherwise conflicting coalitions is possible only 
when “all major coalitions view a continuation of the current situation as unacceptable” 
(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 149). Thus, the ACF contends that a compromise can 
be established, but only when the need for a policy change/resolution is so critical that 
coalitions are willing to give up or compromise on key issues of their belief system, in 
order to facilitate a resolution. A compromise forced by sheer political need, could thus be 
the explanation for the development of the initial resolution, where members in favor of 
preservationist management agreed to allow CF management inside protected areas. 
 
With the recent vote in favor of the proposal of the minister of MNRE, the conflict has thus 
developed into a new and possibly final stage. The ACF would explain this development as 
the sudden increase in the political resources of the Limited CF coalition when they are 
handed the possible solution from the Minister. With the proposal, the Minister thus gave 
them the implicit support of the Ministry of MNRE. For the Full CF coalition, the proposal 
is considered a significant setback, even though the remaining 80 percent of the protected 
areas are included in the new resolution. But according to the Bangkok Post, the Full CF 
coalition will now participate in the definition of the “Special Forest Zones” (Bangkok Post 
September 16, 2005). Thus the conflict of environmental values is far from over. Rather, 
the focus of the negotiations has changed to discussions of these zones. 
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8.4. The PPF explanation 
For the PPF, the policy-making process, the two phases and the two shifts in coalitions, 
should not only be understood in terms of coalition development, but also in terms of the 
development of the coalitions arguments. 
 
First phase 
According to the PPF, the emergence of a policy issue is usually a product of a political 
strategy of an existing political coalition which sees the opportunity to promote its political 
objectives (Stone 2002, p. 10, 26-27). Thus, the CF issue should not be understood as a 
policy problem that suddenly appeared and was duly debated, but as an issue that was 
promoted onto the political agenda as a coalition saw a window of opportunity to press one 
of their political issues. The potential of CF management was placed on the political agenda 
primarily by Light Green NGO’s, which soon developed into the Community Centered 
coalition, as they sought to promote their agenda of local empowerment and a change of the 
RFD’s preservationist management approach towards local people.  
 
According to the PPF, once an issue is place on the political agenda, other actors and 
coalitions are likely to seize this opportunity, who will seek to redefine the goal, problem, 
and solution so that the policy outcome should promote their policy objectives (Stone 2002, 
p. 10-11). The Government Centered coalition thus also seized the opportunity presented by 
CF management, but sought to strategically redefine it to suit their policy objectives of 
public participation in economic forest projects.  
 
For the PPF, the initial development of the CF policy-making process, where these two 
coalitions initially disagreed and then made a compromise, should primarily be explained 
as a consequence of the strategic representations made by the coalitions. The Community 
Centered coalition was successful in defining the CF bill as a step towards democratization 
and decentralization, a major issue of debate in Thailand in those years. The views of the 
coalition of the CF bill thus matched the emerging national policy. The initial success of a 
compromise between the Community Centered and Government Centered coalition should 
thus be seen as a result of the Community Centered coalition’s ability to define the CF 
conflict as being for or against people’s rights to participate in forest management, as well 
as drawing upon the larger political debate of centralized and decentralized management.  
 
The National Centered coalition had little influence in the initial phase. The PPF would 
explain this as a consequence of the definitions of the coalition failing in convincing others 
to support their view. The National Centered coalition sought prevent CF management in 
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national forest areas, especially protected areas, but this dispute was ‘drowned’ out by the 
conflict defined by the other two coalitions centralized and decentralized management. 
 
First Shift: The 1997 change in the policy subsystem  
Based on the PPF, the first shift in the CF policy-making process should be explained as a 
change in strategy by the National Centered coalition. While they had not been able to 
assert their views of centralized forest management in the first two phases, they now 
successfully changed the focus of the dispute from democracy, decentralization, and 
people’s rights, to forest protection. A strategically clever move, since environmental 
protection and deforestation were becoming increasingly important on the political agenda, 
as democratization and decentralization had been earlier. Thus, the National Centered 
coalition changed the political ‘battleground’ of the bill from a value conflict over 
decentralization to a conflict of environmental values, and thus also affected how policy 
actors positioned themselves. The result was two new contradictory coalitions, the Full CF 
coalition and the Limited CF coalition. 
 
By redefining the ‘battleground’, the dispute was redefined as for or against allowing CF 
inside the protected areas, or according to the Limited CF coalition, whether one wanted to 
protect the forests or destroy them. This was a precarious definition of the conflict for the 
Full CF coalition, since few political actors would advocate against forest protection. The 
significance of such redefinitions, according to the PPF, is that it changes the potential for 
drawing in new coalition members (Stone 2002, p.34). Thus, the Limited CF coalition had 
much more success attracting political support by this redefinition, although the actual 
values of the coalition had stayed the same. The two coalitions thus attracted policy actors 
with a ‘Light Green’ or ‘Dark Green’ disposition respectively. Most importantly, the 
Limited CF coalition attracted the support of the RFD in 1998 through its new director, Mr. 
Plodprasob Suraswadi, a very significant policy actor in the CF negotiations. 
 
Second phase 
With the two new coalitions, the debate escalated as each coalition sought to strategically 
define their views on forest management to attract political support. The Full CF coalition 
was only somewhat successful in counter-redefining the policy issue to their benefit. Rather 
than discussing forest protection vs. forest destruction, they redefined the debate to a 
dispute over the ability of local people to live with the forest without destroying it, a 
dispute where the Full CF Coalition had some documentation of success of their proposed 
solution, and thus was on less dangerous ground. This did not change the political resources 
in favor of the Full CF Coalition much, however, as the two coalitions became almost 
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equally matched. The following uncompromising debate between the two resulted in an 
impasse in the policy-making process. Without the option of negotiation, the Full CF 
coalition therefore sought to change the decision making authority on the issue, and drew 
up a new draft bill and presented this to the Parliament, thus passing over negotiations with 
the Limited CF coalition and the RFD. This strategy did not result in the preferred outcome 
of a bill in favor of their views, but the Full CF coalition did manage to broaden the conflict 
to include the Parliament, both in the debate and by making the resolution of the dispute the 
responsibility of the Parliament. 
 
Second shift: 2004/2005 negotiations in the Joint Committee 
The final ‘chapter’ in the policy-making process has been characterized by the Joint 
Committee established to resolve the dispute. For the PPF, this transfer of the decision-
making authority to the Joint Committee is a significant development in the CF policy-
making process. The PPF sets decision-makers apart from general policy actors, since they 
not only have to advocate a solution, but also make a decision and take the responsibility. 
The PPF therefore describe policy-makers as ambiguous and shifty, as they often decide 
upon a solution which is a combination of what is considered to be for the best of the public 
or nation and least politically damaging to the decision-maker (Stone 2002, p. 256). 
 
Thus, the Joint Committee members would decide on a solution that would be consistent 
with their own policy goals, but would also be seek to find the least politically explosive 
solution. Therefore the decision-makers in the Joint Committee would be very susceptible 
to proposed solutions which could be argued to appease both sides without being disloyal 
to the values of the coalitions to which they are affiliated. The compromises made by the 
Joint Committee should therefore be considered a result of the continuous strategies of 
definition, persuasion, and manipulation of the coalitions in advocating their solutions as 
best to the decision-makers. The initial compromise, where CF management would be 
allowed inside the protected areas, although under extra strict regulations, was the result of 
the successful advocacy of the Full CF coalition that their solution would be the best 
decision the members could make. 
 
The proposal from the minister provided an even more safe solution for the decision-
makers, however, as would allow CF management, also inside protected areas, but at the 
same time protected the forest areas which has been of the most concern, the slopes and 
watershed areas. From a PPF perspective, the most attractive facet of the Ministers proposal 
would likely be that any blame could be directed towards the minister, since he made the 
recommendation. The PPF would thus explain the final phase of the policy-making process 
as a continued fight with environmental values, with the aim of persuading the 24 members 
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of the Joint Committee that one solution is a better choice than the other. The latest 
developments suggest that even as a preliminary decision has been made in favor of the 
Ministers proposal, the coalitions continue their strategic maneuvers, but now in order to 
influence the final definitions made in the draft bill. 
 
8.5. Assessment of the ACF and PPF 
The two explanation models presented above have each offered an analysis of the CF 
policy-making process in which the conflict of environmental values are given a 
significant, and yet very different role in the CF policy-making process. 
 
Both the ACF and the PPF are based on the perspective that values are the source of all 
political conflict. Thus the difficulties of the CF policy-making process should be seen as a 
conflict over values, environmental values as well as what other value conflicts it may 
contain. Up until 1996, the conflict over the distribution of authority was the main conflict 
in the CF policy subsystem. From 1996/1997, the conflict of environmental values became 
the main conflict in the policy subsystem, and, according to the ACF definition of policy 
conflicts, it should be considered a high-level conflict, since the core values of the two 
coalitions are contradictory. But the two frameworks present two different explanations of 
how such conflicts influence the policy-making process, which I have defined as 
considering the policy-making process as a conflict over values or a conflict with values. 
 
8.5.1. Conflict over values 
The ACF define a policy-making process as the struggle of competing advocacy coalitions, 
who seek to gain their policy goals, which are determined by the core values of the 
coalition’s belief system (Sabatier 1988, p. 141-143). Thus the CF policy-making process 
should be considered a political struggle over the environmental values and other values of 
the policy actors. The ACF would emphasize the high level conflict of environmental 
values as the main explanation for the difficult policy-making process. Since core values 
tend to be static, conflicts over core values are difficult to resolve by debate and negotiation 
or by policy oriented learning (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 49). Thus, the conflict 
of environmental values in the CF policy subsystem is the basis of the two coalitions, their 
contrary values making them stable over time and unbending in their views. As the 
arguments of the opposing coalition for both coalitions are a threat to their core values, the 
result is that all debate and negotiation of whether to include or exclude the protected areas 
become what Sabatier (1988, p. 155). defines as a “dialogue of the deaf”. 
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While difficult, the value positions of actors and coalitions can be changed by two 
developments. First of all, values can be changed through policy oriented learning, as 
coalitions debate and present evidence to support their case. As the two coalitions refuse to 
negotiate and discuss the CF issue constructively, there has been a little prospect of them 
being able to convince each other of the legitimacy of their views. Only on one issue does 
learning seem to have taken place, as a few members of the Limited CF coalition, such as 
SEUB, have accepted the data presented by the Full CF coalition, that some of the 
communities inside the protected areas are capable of managing community forests 
sustainably. But this change can have been a result of their “romantic” view of the human 
relationship with nature, which as established in chapter 7, does not contradict the 
environmental values of the Full CF coalition, but lies somewhere in between. 
 
The values of a coalition can also be forced to change by drastic external events, which can 
“prove” or lend credit to the claim of one coalition, and thus force the opposing coalition to 
accept their arguments and value assumptions. In the CF policy subsystem, the new 
Constitution of 1997 could be considered one such change. Many years of dispute over the 
distribution of authority in natural resource management became settled externally to the 
CF policy subsystem by the constitution, as it formally sanctioned of local participation. 
The Constitution was the latest culmination of the long democratization process of 
Thailand, and imposed a significant decentralization of the political administrative system. 
Thus, the Constitution forced policy actors to accept this new regime, and give up their 
arguments in favor of total centralized management. 
 
But in the conflict of environmental values, coalitions have proven unwilling to give up 
their core values, and thus the possibility of a resolution through compromise is small. 
Neither the Full CF nor the Limited CF coalition has been willing to accept the policy 
solution of the opponent. The conflict of environmental values, as well as other high level 
conflicts of values inherent in the bill has thus been an obstruction for a constructive 
resolution of the CF policy. Thereby, the only progress possible in the policy-making 
process would be for one coalition to succeed in gaining their policy goal, thus effectively 
“winning” over the other coalition. Therefore, the result of the conflict of environmental 
values has been that the coalitions have stopped seeking to resolve their differences, and 
rather pursued gaining more political resources in order to convince the decision-makers to 
agree to their policy goal. 
 
When a high level conflict of values exist, the ACF argue that any progress in the policy-
making process is determined mainly by outside events, which change the resources of the 
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coalitions and thereby their ability to influence the decision-makers (Sabatier 1988, p. 134). 
The stalemate in the CF policy-making process from 1997 to the present negotiations in the 
Joint Committee can therefore be explained as both coalitions being powerful enough to 
keep their version of the bill on the agenda, but not powerful enough to get their version 
accepted (until recently). 
 
8.5.2. Conflict with values 
Similar to the ACF, the PPF perceives the policy-making process as competing coalitions, 
seeking to gain their policy goals, and that values are a fundamental aspect of all political 
conflict. But unlike the ACF, the PPF contends that values are dynamic, with people 
constantly modifying their views and gaining new perspectives (Stone 2002, p. 34). Thus 
conflicts of values are thus not an obstruction in the CF policy-making process, but the 
foundation of the process and the basis for any policy change. 
 
The PPF consider the policy values in conflict to be constantly changing as they are 
continuously being strategically manipulated by policy actors defining and redefining the 
policy issue in order to persuade other actors to support their policy goal. The 
environmental value conflict of the CF bill is thus more than the conflict of values between 
two coalitions. It is a strategy in itself, used by the coalitions to secure political support all 
the while undermining the arguments of the opponents. The PPF would thereby not only 
explain the CF policy-making process as a conflict over values, but more importantly also 
as a conflict fought with values. 
 
The conflict of environmental values has thus had a dynamic influence on the policy-
making process, as the coalitions constantly have redefined their positions and sought to 
strategically represent their views to attract political support and benefit their policy 
objective. This has particularly led to important changes in the policy-making process in 
1997, where the National Centered coalition changed the “battleground” of the CF issue by 
redefining the main issue conflict from that of decentralized vs. centralized management to 
of environmental values of forest management. By redefining the conflict to be over 
whether CF management should be allowed inside the protected areas, and phrasing it as a 
question of being for or against forest protection, the coalition thus established themselves 
in a much more favorable position, while the opposition was forced into a defensive stand. 
 
Since that change, the two coalitions have sought to outmaneuver each other and gain 
political support by strategically representing their policy goals, their definition of the 
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problem, and the solution, all within the overall conflict of forest management in protected 
areas. Thereby the policy-making process of the CF bill has not been blocked by the 
conflict of environmental values, as much as it has been characterized by it. 
 
8.5.3. Discussion 
Both explanations of the CF policy-making process have some merit, but I also find that 
they both have some significant limitations. The two frameworks are complementary, 
however, as the limitations of one, is accomplished successfully by the other. In the 
following discussion, I will therefore discuss how the two perspectives could be combined 
to a more comprehensive understanding of the role of values in the policy-making process, 
and thus how the conflict of environmental values have influenced the policy-making 
process of the CF bill in Thailand. 
 
I would argue that the PPF presents the most realistic perspective, as it recognizes the role 
of strategic representation, and thus that policy actors are consciously modifying their 
statements to convince other actors to support their cause. Thus, conflicts of values should 
not just be understood as an occurring phenomenon in the policy-making process. Rather, 
coalitions define themselves by certain conflicts of values and thereby seek to define the 
main “battleground” on which the political struggle of the coalitions should be fought. 
 
According to the PPF, values should be seen as dynamic as people gain new insights and 
new perspectives constantly. Thus, the PPF does not consider values to be a restraint of the 
policy-making process, but rather that the constant redefinition and representation of values 
is the main force behind the policy-making process. But the PPF thereby has difficulty with 
explaining why some values are more difficult to change than others. History is filled with 
examples of people refusing to alter their views, even in the face of overwhelming evidence 
to the contrary or under the threat of death. Such inclinations are also likely to exist in the 
CF policy-making process. The ACF does not reject that values change, but contend that 
some values are easier to change than others through the belief system structure. Thus, I 
would argue that the analytical structure of belief systems is a constructive perspective on 
how to characterize people’s values, from those normative and sometimes subconscious 
values that can be difficult to change, to the values more attached information and 
understanding, which thus can be more readily altered by presenting new evidence. 
 
That values can be difficult to change does not mean that they are not strategically 
represented. Politics is now more than ever characterized by defining political views so that 
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they offend the least and pleases as many as possible. Most high-level politicians have spin-
doctors to tell them how to deliver a political message. Thus, to ignore strategy in 
presenting values in politics would be a mistake, and I consider this to be the most critical 
flaw in the ACF. But it can be resolved. The problem is mainly prevalent because Sabatier 
insists that values are directly stated and can be readily understood from the statements, 
documents, and speeches made by policy actors (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, p. 241). 
Rather, I would argue that the arguments of actors should be analyzed as strategic 
representations of the underlying values and interests, and thereby as the values by which 
the actor and coalition seeks to become identified. 
 
That the strategic representation of values is considered significant, does not suggest that 
the actual motives behind political action should not be considered important and sought 
identified. The two coalitions have different perspectives on how to explain the relationship 
between values and interests. Both frameworks consider self-interest to be closely related 
with values, since values are the foundation for how a policy actor perceives everything, 
and thus also understands his own interests. But the ACF assumes that the two will rarely 
conflict, and if they do, core values will prevail over self-interest (Sabatier 1988, p. 148). 
Thus ultimately, values are the actual motives in policy-making and thus the basis of policy 
objectives. The PPF have a more inclusive perspective, as it recognizes that the values of a 
policy actors and what is in his self-interest may well conflict. For policy-makers, this is 
when the solution the policy actor consider to be in the public interest, collides with his 
own self-interest. The PPF define this as the chief conflict of policy-making, and endemic 
to politics (Stone 2002, p. 33). Thus according to Stone, it should not be assumed that just 
because values are strongly held, they will be the dominant motive in decision-making or 
political actions. 
 
This is where the influence of policy coalitions becomes important. The ACF maintains that 
coalitions are based on shared values. The PPF argue that coalitions can be based on a 
combination of shared interests and shared values, but argue that the coalitions will 
constrain the pursuit of distinct self-interest, since the policy actor will have to cooperate 
with the remaining coalition. Thus, although a policy actor has strong motives of self-
interest, these have to fit within the general policy objectives of that coalition. 
 
Based on these deliberations, I would therefore argue that policy-making processes should 
be considered both conflicts over values and conflicts with values. Politics is based on 
conflicting values, which policy actors seek to transform into policies. At the same time, 
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the value conflicts which are brought onto the public political agenda are strategically 
chosen by one or more coalitions to represent their views and to attract support. 
 
8.6. The conflict of environmental values in Thailand 
The influence of the conflict of environmental values in the CF policy-making process in 
Thailand should thus be considered both a genuine conflict of environmental values and a 
strategically defined conflict of environmental values. 
 
First of all, conflicting environmental values is the normative foundation of the different 
perceptions of the policy actors of the problems with current forest management and how 
forest resources should be managed in the future.  The conflict of environmental values 
should therefore be considered part of why the two coalitions cannot agree on the CF bill 
and are having difficulty negotiating. Thus, the conflict can be defined as an obstruction of 
the CF policy-making process. 
 
But, the conflict of environmental values is just one of many conflicts related to the bill. 
First of all, there are other values conflicts, most importantly a conflict of people’s rights, 
as the policy actors hold different views of the development priorities of the country, and 
thus who the bill should benefit. Also, the CF policy issue is related to many conflicts of 
interests. The fierce struggle over whether to include or exclude the protected areas is 
closely related to the many competing interests the policy actors have in these areas, mainly 
in the resources these areas represent. The local communities and their NGO advocates 
seek to gain local control over forest resources and forest lands, the DF and similar nature 
preservationist actors have an interest in winning the battle to preserve the forest in order to 
gain political influence from the victory, and low-land communities struggle for control 
over water resources, and thus have an interest in forcing highland communities out of the 
watershed areas. The advocacy coalitions would limit the degree by which these policy 
actors can promote their self-interests directly, but it is likely, as the PPF would argue that 
the coalitions indirectly are based on shared interests as well as values. 
 
Out of these conflicts of values and interests, the Limited CF coalition have strategically 
chosen to define the conflict over the CF bill in terms of environmental values by 
promoting their policy goal and solution based on their environmental concern. A conflict 
which the Full CF coalition has strengthened by responding with arguments based on their 
environmental values. As environmental concern increased in Thailand, the Limited CF 
coalition most likely considered a conflict of environmental values the “battleground” 
which would place them in the best position to gain support. The Full CF coalition had 
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been very strong prior to 1997, when the conflict was defined as a conflict of authority and 
centralized vs. decentralized management. As the main conflict policy subsystem was 
redefined to environmental values, they lost this advantage, although they did manage to 
stand their ground in the debate. Thus, the significance of the conflict of environmental 
values in the CF policy-making process is that it has been strategically chosen to be the 
main conflict, and thus to represent their other policy objectives. 
 
While the conflict over environmental values is thus a strategy as much as an actual 
conflict, it has still managed to constrain the policy-making process. As the two coalitions 
have established themselves as opposites in environmental values, reconciliation and 
compromise has become difficult. This may well be why the Full CF coalition sought to 
‘jump-start’ the process by presenting the ‘People’s Version’ directly to the Parliament. 
Thereby, the coalition passed over negotiation with the Limited CF coalition and the RFD, 
and transferred the negotiation and decision-making authority directly on to the Parliament.  
In the final phases of the policy-making process it has been clear that the CF dispute is still 
is defined by a conflict of environmental values as the main problem. The Senators and 
Representatives have been drawn into this conflict, as has the members of the Joint 
Committee. At the present, the negotiations in the Joint Committee could be interpreted as a 
combination of the members being motivated by both their values and their political self-
interest, since there has been a lot of pressure on the committee members to find a solution. 
 
Based on this combination of the two frameworks, I would therefore argue that the conflict 
of environmental values in the CF policy-making process, as it has developed since 1997, 
has become an obstruction for finding a compromise and for a constructive debate, but to 
what degree compared to other conflicts of values and interests inherent in the CF policy 
issue is unknown to me. The conflict of environmental values is significant, however, as it 
has become the strategic ‘battleground’ of the two coalitions, who both, through arguments 
of environmental values, seek to gain influence and political support by presenting their 
views as environmental values. 
 
8.7. Sub-Conclusion 
This chapter has analyzed the policy-making process of the CF bill, based on the two 
frameworks of understanding values in policy-making, the ACF and the PPF, in order to 
establish how these two frameworks would explain the influence of the conflict of 
environmental values on the policy-making process. 
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The ACF explains the policy-making process as a conflict over environmental values, 
which have hindered progress by making both coalitions unwilling to accept the arguments 
of the other, and thus making resolution through negotiation and compromise difficult. The 
PPF explain that conflicts of values is the natural state of all policy-making and thus not 
necessarily blocking the bill, but rather is part of the policy-making process. That the 
conflict of environmental values has developed into the main conflict is according to the 
PPF a strategic choice on the part of the coalitions. 
 
I find that the CF policy-making process should be considered both a struggle over and 
with environmental values. The ACF definition of values in a belief system, where some 
values are more difficult to change than others, is a constructive perspective on political 
values and why policy actors can be unwilling to negotiate a compromise. At the same time 
I also agree with the PPF that values are not only fought over, but also fought with. Thus, 
policy actors strategically manipulate how people perceive the policy conflict and issue by 
defining the policy conflict and representing their values to their best advantage. 
 
The conflict of environmental values in the CF policy-making process has thus, since 1997, 
been the main conflict of the policy subsystem and has stalled the process by making the 
actors unreceptive to counterarguments, causing the coalitions to focus on gaining enough 
resources to promote their policy goal, rather than seeking a compromise. At the same time, 
the conflict of environmental values has functioned as a strategy, initiated by the now 
Limited CF coalition to gain support to their policy goal. This strategy has resulted in the 
conflict of environmental values becoming the main policy conflict in the debates and 
negotiations of the CF bill. 
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Chapter 9. Conclusion 
 
9.1. Introduction 
The purpose of this project has been to examine the policy-making process of the 
community forest bill in Thailand in order to determine why a policy goal, with such 
political support, has been so difficult to achieve. Research into the policy-making process 
of the bill has maintained that one significant aspect is the conflict of environmental values, 
which can be identified in the policy debate, but this research always merely identify the 
conflict rather than explain its actual significance to the policy-making process. This 
project has sought to examine this aspect of the CF bill, by answering the following 
research question: 
 
To what extent is there a conflict of environmental values in relation to the Community 
Forest issue in Thailand, and how has this conflict influenced the policy-making process of 
the Community Forest Bill? 
 
This project consider environmental values significant in understanding the conflicts 
surrounding the CF bill in Thailand, based on the perspective that all actors draw upon a set 
of values in the form of concepts, ideas, and worldviews. These influence all perceptions, 
leading to individual preferences and interpretations of any situation and thus influencing 
individual action. Thereby, people’s perceptions of nature and the environment influence 
their political positions and decisions. 
 
9.2. The extent of the conflict of environmental values 
Community forest management has been discussed in Thailand since 1989 as an alternative 
to the current centralized forest management, which has proved unsuccessful in limiting 
deforestation. The need for a new approach to forest management is derived from decades 
of contradictory government policies, which has encouraged commercial logging, 
settlements, and agricultural expansion into forested areas, as well as forest protection and 
the establishment of protected areas. These forest policies prohibit any settlement or 
agricultural use of the protected areas, and have thereby resulted in making the millions of 
people living inside these areas illegal squatters, who have no rights to the resources of 
which they live. 
 
Until 1997, the political disputes in the policy-making process of the CF bill were based on 
different perspectives on the distribution of authority in forest management. In this initial 
phase of the CF policy-making process, there were three coalitions active in discussing CF 
management: a Community Centered coalition of mainly NGO’s and researchers, which 
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promoted decentralized forest management, a Government Centered coalition of 
government official which promoted CF management as economic forestry programme 
with local participation, and a National Centered coalition of nature conservationists  which 
opposed decentralization of forest management, particularly in the protected areas. 
 
With the democratic development of Thailand, decentralization and local participation 
became legitimized in national policy, most significantly through the Constitution of 1997, 
making the dispute over the distribution of authority in the CF bill superfluous. This 
resulted in a restructuring of the coalitions into two coalitions, in this project defined as the 
Limited CF coalition, which oppose the inclusion of the protected areas in the CF bill, and 
the Full CF coalition which advocate that all forest areas are included in the bill. Between 
these two new coalitions, the main dispute of the CF policy-making process has thus 
become the inclusion or exclusion of the protected areas in the CF bill. 
 
The views of the two coalitions regarding the protected areas are based on two distinctive 
sets of environmental values, each characterized by a distinctive approach to forest 
management. The Full CF coalition favors a sustainable ecosystem approach to forest 
management, where human utilization is accepted within the limits of the capacity of the 
natural area. The Limited CF Coalition favors a preservationist management approach, 
which seeks to enclose vulnerable or special natural areas from human influence. 
 
These approaches of management are based on more fundamental environmental values of 
whether man is considered part of nature or outside nature and if man is intrinsically 
destructive or ecologically benign. The Full CF coalition has a holistic perspective of man 
as part of nature, and not inherently destructive. Human use of natural resources is thus 
‘natural’ as long as overexploitation does not take place. The Full CF coalition therefore 
claims that local people in protected areas are part of their local environment and able to 
use it sustainably. Contrarily, the Limited CF coalition has a dualistic perspective of man 
and nature, arguing that man is an outside and destructive force in nature. Therefore, CF 
management would lead to forest destruction and should not be allowed in protected areas. 
 
Based on these fundamental environmental values of the two coalitions, I have found that 
there is a high level of conflict of environmental values in the CF policy debate. Thus, as 
the environmental values of the two coalitions are contradictory, the two coalitions have 
shown themselves unwilling to accept the arguments and perspectives of the opposing 
coalition, drawing the debate into a long stalemate of two uncompromising coalitions. 
 
9.3. The Role of Values 
The policy-making process of the CF bill has been characterized by this high level conflict 
of environmental values since 1997, as it has obstructed the possibility of a constructive 
dialogue and thus limited the potential for a compromise resolution. As a conflict over 
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values, the policy-making process has progressed, not by a continuous debate and gaining 
of mutual understanding, but rather by the fierce competition of coalition over political 
resources in order to increase their ability to influence decision-makers and determine the 
final policy outcome. Thus, the policy-making process of the CF bill has been determined 
by the abilities and strategies of the coalitions to gain political support and gain influence. 
 
The most significant strategy has been the definition of the main conflict as one of 
environmental values. Thus, the conflict of environmental values should not just be 
understood as a conflict of opinions, but also strategy in itself, as coalitions have chosen to 
define themselves by this conflict. Thus, while there is a conflict of environmental values, 
its significance for the CF policy-making process is determined by the strategic choice of 
the coalitions to make it their main conflict in the debate. 
 
The conflict of environmental values should therefore be considered the strategy by which 
the two coalitions have sought to influence decision-makers and the policy outcome. The 
conflict thus ‘represents’ not only the actual conflict of environmental values, but also the 
other conflicts related to the CF bill, which includes both value conflicts over who the bill 
should benefit and what is best for the country, as well as the competing interests of the 
actors in the resources the forest represent. The protected areas in particular are related to a 
number of conflicts, which influence the policy objectives of the policy actors, including 
the government agencies’ competition over institutional power and control of forest areas, 
the NGO’s struggle over influence of public opinion and political agenda setting, and local 
villagers struggle to gain control over forest resources. The main limitation of this project, 
however, is that while it has been established that the conflict of environmental values is a 
strategic representation of these motives, environmental values, other values, and 
competing interests, it has not been possible to establish to what degree these different 
motives are responsible for the problems in the policy-making process of the CF bill. 
 
I can therefore conclude that there is a high level conflict of environmental values in the CF 
policy issue and, since 1997, this has been the main conflict of the policy-making process, 
making negotiations between the two competing coalitions difficult. The conflict has 
prevented that policy progress was brought about by constructive dialogue. The conflict of 
environmental values is, however, not only a conflict of values, but also a strategy, by 
which the coalitions have sought to define the policy issue and influence decision-makers. 
The CF bill has thus been a conflict both over and with environmental values. 
 
9.4. Relevance 
I have argued for the view that the conflict of environmental values should be considered 
significant for understanding the policy-making process of the CF bill in Thailand, as it is 
both a conflict over and with environmental values. It could be questioned, however, 
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whether this conclusion has any actual relevance for the future prospects of the CF bill. 
While I would agree that the application of this conclusion is limited in the actual 
development of the CF bill, it could be considered a helpful reminder to those observing or 
participating in the CF policy-making process, that the conflict of environmental values is 
not predetermined as the main obstacle to the bill. Rather, the conflict should be considered 
both a product of who is involved with the bill, and what their policy objectives are. Thus, 
while there is a conflict of environmental values between the policy actors, the elevation of 
this conflict to the key obstruction of a policy solution is determined by the policy actors. 
 
The policy conflict over environmental values can also be seen as an element in the 
democratic development of Thailand, where political debates increasingly have tended 
toward more abstract values rather only distributive issues. Thus the political debates have 
since the late 1980s increasingly focused on the deeper, more ethereal issues, often driven 
by the new middle class, but also by grassroot organizations representing the poor rural 
population, such as the AOP. These groups have redefined the political debate with value 
debates over people’s rights, community values, and how to achieve a good development, 
rather than fast development. Buddhist values and environmental values have been central 
in these debates (Phongpaichit and Baker 2002, p. 412-14, 439-440). 
 
9.5. Prospects for the CF policy-making process 
With approximately half a million households living inside the protected areas in Thailand, 
the long process of the CF bill can be difficult to understand, even when accepting the 
explanation that a conflict of environmental values has made the policy actors unwilling to 
compromise. For 15 years, the CF bill has been negotiated and political authorities, such as 
the NESDB and the constitution, has promoted the bill as the necessary step in achieving 
sustainable forest management. But in the end, the difficulty could be, as considered in the 
introduction, that while sustainable resource management and development are easy goals 
to agree on, deciding the means of achieving these goals can be impossible, as they often 
require changes of both fundamental values as well as traditional and profitable practices. 
 
The CF bill has been advocated by many actors in Thailand as a great change for the better 
in Thai forest management. But community forests already exist today, many of them 
within protected areas and with the unofficial acceptance of the RFD. In fact, millions of 
people live both in and of the forest, cultivating cleared forest areas. These people have no 
right to use the forest and live under the constant threat of a change in forest policy or 
sanctions from the authorities. This situation could be seen as a fragile accord brought 
about by sheer necessity. Thus, the difficult policy-making process of the CF bill may not 
just be a result of competing interests or values. Rather, it could also be caused by an 
intentional or unintentional stall by the policy-makers involved with forest management, as 
any decisions which change the forest policy is likely to shatter this tentative accord. 
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The present negotiation of the CF bill may do exactly that. As the Full CF coalition in 2000 
forced the Parliament to take up the task of finding a solution to the CF dispute, they have 
thereby also forced the politicians to solve the forest-people problem in Thailand, which 
potentially could break the uncertain balance currently found between foresters and local 
people. Recently, 5 years after the ‘People’s Version’ was presented to Parliament, the Joint 
Committee has voted in favor of a proposal that would accept human use of 80 percent of 
the protected areas, but ban all human use in the most vulnerable 20 percent. This would 
particularly affect traditional forest communities and ethnic minorities, who are the main 
groups settled in the highest areas. Should the proposal of the “Special Forest Zones” thus 
become accepted by Parliament, these people would then be forced to resettle. Has the Full 
CF coalition thus, inadvertently, caused more harm than good to local people by ‘forcing’ a 
decision to be made on the future forest policy of the protected areas? 
 
Based on previous experience of the number of hurdles in the policy-making process of the 
CF bill, a resolution being passed, especially one with such difficult implications, is 
unlikely. First of all, the Parliament will have to accept the bill, and based on previous 
positions of forest policy it would seem likely that the Senate vote in favor while the House 
of Representatives vote against. Also, the Cabinet of Ministers will likely have to approve 
of the bill, and these may also find it too difficult a solution to stomach. 
 
Assuming that the bill, despite the protests this proposal likely will provoke, is passed, the 
implementation is still problematic. Very little of the existing forest policy is systematically 
implemented, let alone enforced. I therefore find it unlikely that this policy would be any 
different, as it not only would be practically difficult to resettle any significant number of 
people, but also as it would be politically unpopular, both nationally and internationally. 
 
I find it likely that this newest development, like so many other draft versions of the CF 
bill, will fail to renew the forest policy of Thailand. Thus there is little hope that sustainable 
community forest management, in whatever form, will find its way to Thailand’s National 
formal forest policy, anytime soon. Rather, the conflict will continue. 
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Appendix 1: Respondents Interviewed  
 
 
 
Organisation Name, affiliation 
Royal Forest 
Department (RFD) 
Mr. Janesak of the Community Forest Division 
Royal Forest 
Department (RFD) 
Mr. Chairat of the Community Forest Establishment Section 
(discarded, no relevance) 
Royal Forest 
Department (RFD) 
Dr. Komol Pragthong of the National Park, Wildlife, and Plant 
Conservation Department   
Faculty of Forestry, 
Kasetsart University 
Professor Utit Kunladit, Dean at the Faculty of Forestry, 
Kasetsart University. 
Foundation of Ecological 
Recovery (FER) 
Mr. Kritsada Bunchai, unknown position 
Seub Rakasatien 
Foundation (SEUB) 
Ms. Rattaya Jandratian, director of SEUB 
Assembly of the Poor Group interview 
Faculty of Forestry, 
Kasetsart University. 
Professor Surachet Chettamas, conservation division at the 
Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University. 
Former director of 
RECOFTC 
Dr. Permsak Marabhirabhom, member of the 2004 Parliamentary 
Joint Committee 
Wildlife Fund Thailand 
(WFT) 
Mr. Surapon Duangkhae, Secretary General of the Wildlife Fund 
Thailand:  
Agricultural Land Reform 
Office (ALRO) 
Mr. Pisek Thanurak, department director of the Agricultural Land 
Reform Office. (discarded, no relevance) 
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Appendix 2: Interview schedule in Thailand 
 
 
Date Interview 
Wednesday, 
Jan. 26, 2005. 
Interview with Mr. Janesak of the Community Forest Division, and 
Mr. Chairat of the Community Forest Establishment Section, RFD 
Thursday, 
Jan. 27, 2005. 
Interview with Professor Utit Kunladit, Dean at the Faculty of 
Forestry, Kasetsart University. 
Friday, Jan. 
28, 2005. 
Interview with Mr. Kritsada, Foundation of Ecological Recovery 
(FER) 
Monday, Jan. 
31, 2005. 
Interview with Ms. Rattaya Jandratian, director of SEUB 
Tuesday, Feb. 
1, 2005 
Interview with Assembly of the Poor 
Wednesday, 
Feb. 2, 2005 
Interview with Professor Surachet Chettamas of the conservation 
division at the Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University. 
Friday, Feb. 4, 
2005 
Interview with Dr. Permsak 
Monday, Feb. 
7, 2005 
Interview with Dr. Komol Pragthong of the National Park Division 
Tuesday, Feb. 
8 2005 
Wildlife Fund Thailand: interview with the Secretary General Mr. 
Surapon Duangkhae 
Thursday, 
Feb.10, 2005 
Agricultural Land Reform Office: interview with department director 
Mr. Pisek Thanurak.  
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Appendix 3: Interview guide – Checklist 
 
 
 
1.   How do you/your organization consider community forests would benefit 
 Thailand?  
 
 
2.  Do you have any reservations towards the bill? 
 
 
3.  Should Community forests be allowed inside protected areas? 
 Why? 
 Under what conditions? 
 
 
4.  The bill has been debated for many years. What do you think is the reasons, it 
 has been so difficult to pass? 
 
 
5.  In your work with the community forest issue, do you work together with any 
 other organizations or institutions? 
 How? 
 Why? 
 
 
6.  A Joint Committee in Parliament is reviewing the bill; do you think it will be 
 passed this time?  
  Why? 
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Appendix 4: The ACF belief system structure 
Belief System Structure (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999, p. 133) 
Deep core beliefs Policy Core beliefs Secondary Aspects 
Fundamental normative and ontological 
axioms 
Fundamental policy positions concerning 
the basic strategies for achieving core 
values within the subsystem 
Instrumental decisions and information 
searches necessary to implement policy 
core 
 
1. Human Nature 
a) Inherently evil vs. socially redeemable 
b) Part of nature vs. dominion over nature 
c) Narrow egoists vs. contractarians 
 
2. Relative priority of various ultimate 
values: Freedom, security, power, 
knowledge, health, love, beauty etc. 
 
3. Basic criteria of distributive justice: 
whose welfare counts? Relative weights of 
self, primary groups, all people, future 
generations, non-human beings, etc. 
 
4. Socio-cultural identity: ethnicity, religion, 
gender, profession 
 
 
Fundamental normative precepts:  
1. Orientation on basic value priorities 
2. Identification of groups or other entities 
whose welfare is of greatest concern 
 
Precepts with a substantial empirical 
component: 
3. Overall seriousness of the problem 
4. Basic causes of the problem 
5. Proper distribution of authority between 
government and market 
6. Proper distribution of authority among 
levels of government 
7. Priority accorded various policy 
instruments (Regulation, insurance, 
education, direct payments, tax credits) 
8. Ability to society to solve the problem 
(zero-sum competition vs. potential for 
mutual accommodation; technological 
optimism vs. pessimism) 
9. Participation of public vs. experts vs. 
elected officials 
10. Policy core policy preferences 
 
1. Seriousness of specific aspects of the 
problem in specific locales 
 
2. Importance of various causal linkages in 
different locales and over time 
 
3. Most decision concerning administrative 
rules, budgetary allocations, disposition of 
causes, statutory interpretation and revision 
 
4. Information regarding performance of 
specific programs or institutions 
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Appendix 5: Actors in the CF Policy Subsystem  
 
The minister of Environment and Natural Resources 
MNRE was established in 2002 after a restructuring of the Thai government. It is the first 
environmental ministry of with enough power to asset itself, since the former 
environmental ministry, the Ministry of Science, Technology and Environment (MOSTE), 
had been unable to take charge in environmental planning (Wongbandit 1995, p. 18). With 
the 2002 restructuring, MOSTE became MNRE, and all areas dealing with environmental 
protection was placed under MNRE, including the RFD. The MNRE thereby gained not 
only a large department with a large budget, but also an old and prestigious institution, 
whose purpose of forest management has a lot of public attention. 
 
According to the former minister of MNRE, Mr. Praphat Panyachartrack, the policy-
making capacity of a minister of MNRE is restricted by the powerful General Secretaries of 
the departments. Thus, he has stated to the Bangkok Post, he was unable to push for the CF 
bill, since such a law is difficult to pass without strong political support (Bangkok Post, 
June 10, 2005). The current minister of MNRE, Mr. Yongyuth Tiyapairat, has only been in 
office for about six months since the February 2005 election. Recently, the minister put 
forward the proposal to classify sensitive forest areas as “special forest zones” thereby 
banning human utilization (Bangkok Post August 27, 2005). Whether based on the 
ministers own perspective on forest management or that of the Secretary Generals, the 
ministry thus continues its preservationist management approach 
 
The Thai Parliament 
The parliament has played a very significant role in the policy-making process, as it has 
been in parliament that the CF bill has stalled repeatedly. The Senate has been unwilling to 
pass a CF law which included the protected areas, while the House of Representatives 
several times have passed the bill in various versions (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10). 
 
In the last 5 years, disagreements over bill between the Senate and the House of 
Representatives have been the cause of the long negotiation. Each chamber has designed 
their own version of the bill, and it is these two versions, the limited version of the Senate 
and the Full CF Version of the Representatives, which are now being debated and 
negotiated in Thailand. The Senate is generally considered very government loyal and 
conservative, while the Representatives are more progressive. According to Dr. Pearmsak 
and Mr. Surapon (WFT) the split in the senate over the CF Bill have been between the 
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traditional and government centered senators, and the so-called “NGO-senators”, a small 
third of the Senate who supported the Full version of the Bill in 2002. These latter senators 
are known for being critical of government policies and that they often support NGO views. 
The House of Representatives are supposedly more open to changes, and have supported 
many decentralizing policies. The Representatives have voted in favor of a CF Bill draft 
several times, last time unanimously (Makarabhirom 2005, p. 10) 
 
The RFD 
As mentioned, in 2002 the RFD was divided into three smaller departments, the RFD, 
DNP, and CDMR. Until this separation, however, the RFD was the dominant actor in the 
CF policy-making process, which was characterized by being a large organization with 
many objectives and interior conflicts between different groups (Isager 2000, p. 17). 
 
Before 1989, where the logging ban was declared, the RFD had multiple contradictory 
objectives in terms of commercial logging, reforestation and forest protection. These 
multiple goals lead to the development of contradictory management perspectives within 
the RFD divisions, and thus set the stage for future conflicts (Vandergeest 1996, p. 261).  
After the 1989 logging ban, the primary focus on forest utilization and logging acerbated, 
but the department was still characterized by a number of somewhat conflicting objectives 
of protecting the forest and dealing with the millions of people living within the protected 
areas (WFT, personal interview; Rigg and Stott, p. 110). 
 
The result of these conditions have been an increasing rift within the RFD of those favoring 
a preservationist management approach, where the local people should be moved out of the 
protected areas and those favor a more sustainable management approach, where 
compromises are made to secure both the livelihoods of local people and limit forest 
destruction. This of these two approaches that has been allowed to dominate RFD policy, 
seems to depend on the preferences of the Director General. Thus, the RFD was generally 
more sustainable forest management oriented in the mid 1990s, while the department had a 
distinct preservationist approach under General Secretary Plodprasub Suraswadi 
(Kayurawong 2000, p. 74).  
 
With the division of the forest department in 2002, the current RFD is still responsible for 
implementing the National Forest Policy of 1985, but the responsibility of management of 
protected areas and mangrove forest areas has been transferred to other departments. 
Thereby, both the area of jurisdiction and the funding of the current RFD have been 
significantly reduced. At the same time, however, one of the primary problems of the “old” 
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RFD, how to solve the problem of the many people living inside the protected areas, have 
thereby also been removed, making way for the new RFD to concentrate on promoting 
economic forestry and community forests, which is now their primary activities. 
 
The DNP 
The newly established DNP, which has been granted the jurisdiction over protected areas as 
well as other conservation activities, has not thus both inherited the significant funding that 
come with the protected areas, but also the problems. This department now has to find a 
solution to the problem of the millions of people that continues to live inside the protected 
areas (Mr. Komol, pers.com.). 
 
According to Dr. Pearmsak, the main concern of the DNP presently is to secure their 
institutional jurisdiction over the protected areas and make sure that especially the RFD 
does not interfere (Dr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). Also, since the RFD for decades have been 
blamed with poor management and for the continued deforestation, the DNP will probably 
seek to distance themselves from this reputation and get some positive results to prove their 
new institution. According to Dr. Komol, deputy chief within the DNP, the department has 
continued with participatory projects initiated by the RFD and now focus on such programs 
as Forest Villages and what they call collaborative forest management. According to Dr. 
Komol, the DNP emphasize sustainable management as the solution, where economic, 
social and ecological conditions are in a balance (Mr. Komol, pers.com..).  
Thai NGO’s 
The NGO involvement with the CF bill has been considerable. At times only pressure from 
some of these groups has kept the CF issue alive, and at other times, opposing NGO’s have 
rallied public protests against the bill (Rigg and Stott 1998, p. 105; Mr. Kritsada pers.com.).  
 
The process of the CF bill has resulted in direct confrontations between the earlier 
mentioned NGO fractions, the Dark Green and Light Green NGO’s. The “light green” 
seeks local empowerment through more decentralized forest management, and has also 
perceived the CF bill as a vital step towards gaining more local control with natural 
resources (Vandergeest 1996, p. 260, 266; Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). The Dark Green 
NGO’s have been equally united in the struggle to prevent that the management and control 
of protected areas are placed under local control. The Dark Green NGO’s does not reject 
the idea of CF management, but reject that it should be permitted inside the protected areas 
(Ms. Rattaya, SEUB, pers.com.; Mr. Kritsada, pers.com..). 
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The “Light Green” NGO’s have been the driving force behind the full version of the bill. 
This fraction consists of many groups, organizations and networks. The smaller groups 
have mostly been active on local levels, and have been represented in the policy-making 
process by such national organizations as Foundation of Ecological Recovery (FER, 
formerly PER) and Assembly of the Poor (AOP). The Wildlife Foundation Thailand (WFT) 
have been one of the few nature conservation NGO’s which have supported the full 
version. While there are also many dark green organizations involved with CF on many 
levels, but the policy-making process have been characterized by only a few influential 
organizations, where I have identified the Dhammanart Foundation (DF) and Seub 
Rakasatien Foundation (SEUB). 
 
Dhammanaat Foundation (DF) 
The DF, whose main focus is forest rehabilitation and protection, has been a leading activist 
in the opposition of the establishments of community forests inside protected areas (Mr. 
Kritsada, Mr. Pearmsak, pers.com.). This influential organization was founded in 1983 by a 
former monk, and its views are mainly inspired by Buddhist teaching of balance and co-
existence (Rigg and Stott. P. 105; Laungaramsri 2002, p. 111-113). The DF is one of the 
most proactive nature preservation organizations, which have continuously supported the 
enforcement of forest laws that would remove local people from the forest. The DF 
therefore has developed a strong relationship with the conservation department in the old 
RFD. DF has been accused of have a racial agenda, as they have often argued for the 
removal of especially ethnic minorities from the protected areas (Laungaramsri 2002, p. 
116; Rigg and Stott. p. 105). 
 
SEUB 
The Seub Nakhasathien Foundation (SEUB) has also been among the environmental 
NGO’s which have opposed the full version of the CF bill. SEUB was established after the 
death of Seub Nakhasathien, who was the manager of the Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife 
Sanctuary. He committed suicide in 1990, in desperation over the inability to prevent forest 
and wildlife destruction. The following publicity meant that the foundation established in 
his name gained a very strong position, with Royal patronage and high profile members, 
including the director general of the RFD (Hirsch 1993, p. 1). According to the present 
director, Ms. Rattaya Jandratian, SEUB should be seen mainly as a wildlife organization, as 
they focus on biodiversity conservation and protecting natural areas from human 
disturbance. SEUB have been active in the opposition to the CF bill since the debate began, 
and have worked closely with the DF in advocating that community forests are banned 
inside the protected areas (Ms. Rattaya, pers.com.). 
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Wildlife Fund Thailand (WFT) 
The WFT is one of the largest nature conservation organizations in Thailand. The 
organization was established in 1985 as a number of members and employees of the WWF 
Thailand broke away, as they disagreed with its preservationist approach of conservation 
applied by the WWF at the time (Vandergeest 1996, p. 263). The WFT favor a more 
participatory approach, where conservation is achieved through information and 
development. Today the WFT is a respected organisation in Thailand, and have good 
results with teaching more ecologically friendly farming methods and helping poor 
communities establish an income that won’t tax their local environment. According to the 
Secretary General of the WFT, Mr. Surapon Duangkhae, the organization have worked 
closely with other NGO’s to promote CF management as an improvement in forest 
management (Mr. Surapon, pers.com.). 
 
Foundation of Ecological Recovery (FER, formerly PER) 
FER have been one of the leading NGO’s in the process promoting CF management and 
developing the people’s version of the CF bill. FER was established in 1986, and since 
worked for raising environmental awareness in communities and combining development 
projects with ecological concerns (PER 1992, p. 4). The FER is a grassroot organization, 
and functions as an umbrella organization for many smaller groups, nationwide. In relation 
to the CF bill, FER is the national representative for many local groups, networks and 
organizations, on whose behalf they seek influence the policy-making process of the CF 
bill. Further more, the FER is one of the main coordinating NGOs in support for the bill 
(Hirsch 1993, p. 18, Mr. Kritsada, pers.com.). 
 
Assembly of the Poor (AOP) 
The AOP is a grassroot group, rather than a formal organization. They function mainly as a 
forum, from which local groups and activists to be heard. From time to time, the AOP 
coordinate large rallies or protests to which it has proven capable of gathering many 
thousand people for a number of days. While considered a radical organization in the 
political environment in Bangkok, it has become quite influential, not in the least because 
of the public support it has managed to draw to the cause of the poor in Thailand. The AOP 
does not work with environmental problems, but are primarily involved with improving the 
livelihood among the poor in Thailand. Their interest in the CF bill is therefore only as a 
piece of legislation that would secure local peoples rights to participate in forest 
management and thus empower local people in Thailand (AOP, pers.com.; Brenner 1999, 
p. 20).  
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Researchers 
In the CF bill, there are a number of researchers involved. According to the Bangkok Post 
(August 27th 2005), there are 1142 researchers in Thailand who are in favor of the full 
version of the bill. Most researchers related to the CF Bill play a minor role, either by 
simply backing one side or another or conducting research which is relevant to the CF 
policy debate. However, a few researchers have played an important role in the policy-
making process. These are researchers who have become so closely connected to the CF 
Bill that they become directly involved with the policy-making process. Three such 
researchers was identified and interviewed for this project: 
• Dr. Pearmsak Marabhirabhom, former director of the Regional Community Forestry 
Training Center for Asia and the Pacific (RECOFTC) and a special member of the 
2004 Parliamentary Joint Committee to review the CF bill. He is most likely the 
most influential researcher involved with the bill. 
• Professor Utit Kunladit, the dean at the main forest faculty in Thailand, Kasetsart 
University Forest Faculty, where most of the country’s foresters are educated. 
• Professor Surachet Chettamas, of the conservation division at the faculty of forestry 
at the Kasetsart University. 
 
Journalists 
The media has played an important role in the CF debate. The English language 
newspapers, The Nation and the Bangkok Post, have a very high environmental profile, 
with daily coverage of environmental issues. According to Hirsch, this type of coverage 
also features in the Thai language news, although less frequent, and not always as in-depth 
(Hirsch 1993, p. 3). 
 
While the Bangkok Post coverage of the CF bill seems mainly concerned with presenting 
the political developments of the bill, The Nation, through editorials, have repeatedly 
supported the full version, and called for the political will to pass the bill (The Nation: 
November 18th, 2001; December 27th, 2001; May 16, 2002; September 17, 2002).  While I 
have found that The Nation could be considered policy actors in The CF bill subsystem, I 
have not been able to identify that any one journalist should be considered a policy actor, as 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith seem to favor.  
 
Business actors 
In many policy issues, business interests play important roles in the policy-making process. 
These can either be represented through private interest organizations or through the 
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lobbyism of large corporations. In the CF debate and negotiation, I have not found any 
indication that private business interests are involved or are seeking to influence the final 
policy. This however, does not mean that they do not somehow influence the process 
anyway, since they could be working out of the public eye. The economic aspects of the 
protected areas are handled within the state bureaucracy and might therefore does not take 
the form of private companies joining the official negotiations. Rather, commercial forest 
interests could be seeking to influence the minister of MNRE, RFD, DNP or legislators. I 
have found no evidence that this should be so, but with the widespread corruption and 
patron-client relationships which characterize Thai politics, this would not be unlikely 
(Laird 2000, p. 380-382). 
 
International Actors 
While international actors, such as FAO, UNDP, CIFOR, IUCN, and WWF International, 
have significant influence on the national forest policy of Thailand (Vandergeest 1996, p. 
261), I have found little to suggest that they are directly involved as policy actors in the CF 
policy-making process. Within this policy-making process of the CF bill, I would argue that 
international actors are so rarely involved, that they cannot be considered policy actors in 
the policy-making process of the CF Bill. There can be no denying, however, that they are 
very active in the larger national forest policy. Thereby, they do not influence the CF policy 
directly, but indirectly, as they influence the RFD though donor funds and consultants, 
NGO’s by supporting their programs, and they influence the conditions of national forest 
policy through research and changing international forest management paradigms. By the 
ACF policy actor definition, international actors thereby become external influences which 
can influence the political setting of the bill or serve as a resource for some of the policy 
actors, as they can draw upon their expertise or support. 
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Appendix 6: Senate Community Forest Bill Review  
 Community Forest Bill Review by the Senate 
  March 15, 2002 at the Parliament 
 
From www.thaingo.org (in thai, located by interpreted) 
 
 
Mr. Lampong Pilasombat (Nakornratchasima) 
As for NTFP, I and Mr. Panat would like to request for the possibility of taking bamboo out 
of the NTFP category. Due to the fact that some areas are not suitable for other species to 
grow but bamboo and bamboo is a really good material for certain industries such as 
building industry, therefore bamboo and wood should be put into the same category. As for 
stone, soil, gravel, and sand, I believe we have the same common ground which is to 
reserve them. If we put stone, soil, gravel, and sand into the NTFP category, it might be the 
reason in which encourages people to move into the conserved forest. I saw some 
individuals build their houses or buildings inside the forest. I was really shocked. It has 
been years that they had built their houses inside the conserved forest. Conserved forest is 
like a thousand baht bill that is placed along the way. Who ever finds it keeps it. That is like 
a serpent. If we have that encouragement to encourage people to move into the forest, there 
will be no forest left in the future. 
 
Mr. Niwat Ponchua (Rayong) 
I am one who was doing the research in 1997. I know what you are looking for. First of all, 
you are looking for the right over your own agricultural land. Second of all, you are looking 
for a forest revival fund. You would like to know when this law will be passed, because 
that’s when reinforcement comes. I am not sure if you can be reliable enough to take care of 
the forest when you’re only citizen, because we don’t even trust the RFD. I am not talking 
about you yourselves, but I am talking about people that are ‘behind’ you. If this law is 
passed, that means we put all of the reserved forest area out in the open. I would like to 
pass these words to those communities who live in the forest, only a match can destroy the 
whole forest. How many rais do you want? Tell me whenever you want it. One match can 
destroy them all. Most people claimed that capitalists were the one who destroyed the 
forest. But if people who lived there did not tell the capitalists that this area is still fertile, 
would they had known where to find the place? ….we, 60 million people, should all be able 
to share the forest. I would like for you to consider about the 20-million-rai reserved forest. 
Can we try to revive them? 
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Mrs. Nipattha Amornrattanamaetha (Phatumthani) 
I am a senator from Phatumthani where there’s no forest. But I think we all own it together. 
I am an old lady with not much time left in the world. I would like to protect the best 
interest for our people. We should conserve the forest for our children in the future. This 
law is like an amnesty law for convicts who encroach the forest. It is like the re-opening of 
the concession. How can we trust the communities? They cannot be trusted. Think about it. 
RFD officers, they have been well trained, and they love the forest more than their lives. 
They have been trained and taught to love the forest. People, both who live in the forest and 
capitalists, have destroyed large area of the forest. Everybody is entitled to collect NTFP 
for personal use. Capitalists buy NTFT from them. They are all human. They have passion, 
love, greed, anger, and personal necessity that motivate them to destroy the forest. You can 
see a lot of those who don’t have a place to live hire their labor in somebody’s fields. 
However, there are lots of alien workers in Thailand. Like those Burmese people, they can 
abandon their country. So why can’t we move those people who live in the forest area, 
especially the precious conservation zone, to degraded reserved forest area when those 
Burmese people abandoned their country for the sake of their survival? 
 
I would like to say that we have large area of reserved forest area and degraded forest area. 
We have SPK. What is the purpose of the Land Department? If those people can’t find land 
for agriculture, they have to keep slash and burn the forest, which is not the right thing to 
do. I don’t believe that people can live out of the resources from the forest alone. They can’t 
eat only vegetables everyday. People need convenience, which only money can buy. Where 
does the money come from then? They have to abandon their pride in protecting the forest 
for it. Another thing is that when it is legal to go into the forest, it is going to be really hard 
to go and inspect the forest. It is even harder to come out of the forest. There are rangers 
everywhere. Some of them have been asked to take off their clothes or surrounded by the 
rangers. At the Royal Project in Payao, local people were secretly cultivating opium. I had 
to walk through the forest to inspect that. It was hard to inspect. The outcome was the 
community keep on destroying the forest. And by the time we found out about it, the forest 
has gone.  
 
One other thing.. Can you imagine if we let them utilize the conserved forest, those people 
will be considered as legalized people. They are human, correct? They have the dignity of 
being human, correct? In the future time, they will be asking for facilities and hygiene. 
Don’t we have to take care of them? If they asked for education, don’t we have to provide it 
to them? Then there has to be transportation, which causes difficulties in preserving the 
forest. Later on there will formally established their villages….. 
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According to the figure that we got from the Social Welfare Department, the number of the 
people have been increased more than one hundred thousand. If the law is passed, the 
number will be increased even more. Those who don’t have land for agriculture or those 
who sold all their land prefer to live in the forest, because at least they have a place to stay. 
It is easy to lie about the details of how long the community has been living in the forest. 
Therefore, I would like to ask to preserve the forest for the Thai children.  
 
Mr. Panat Thasaniyanon (Tak) 
“…according to my understanding, I agree with the community forest idea. I understand that 
there are people who have been living in the forest. People who invade the forest are all 
capitalists. In my province, it used to be reserved forest area, now it is fields and resorts. 
There are mountains with no tree. Are we going to establish the community forest in that 
area? People want the community forest bill is because after they live in the forest for a 
while, they can request for NS-3 or title deeds…” 
I agree with the community forest idea, but it should be taken place in reserved forest or 
permanent forest. 
 
Mr. Wichai Krongyut (Ubonratchatani) 
“..conserved forest is fertile forest. It is the origin of creeks and rivers within the country 
and the world. In the past we have had legislation regarding forest protection; National Park 
Act, Reserved Forest Act, Wild Animal Protecting and Reserving Act, etc. The objectives 
of the legislations are to administrate the living of the people and the forest so they can live 
together in peace. That is the 	
 of those legislations. Now we have the first 
Community Forest Act that people signed up for. I agree with Mr. Niwat and Professor 
Panat that the community forest must not be in the conservation zone. 
 
I would like to add more reasons. In the past, people who had something to do with forest 
encroachment and destruction had been 1) Capitalist, and 2) some group of Thai citizen. 
They had done so in order to be able to claim their right over the land and take over the 
land, mostly it was degraded forest. Nowadays, there is even more encroachment into the 
conservation zone as we are all aware of. We have Conserved Forest Act to protect the 
forest, but in Section 8, it states that people can go into the forest. If it is continually to be 
this way, it will encourage forest destruction. The area of the forest is very small nowadays. 
The figure that I have is less than 25% of Thailand is going to turn to a desert. This is not 
the way to solve the problem. On the other hand, it is the way to increase more problems. 
There are more than 100,000 people living in the forest now. And there will be more people 
moving in there, trying to take whatever they want from the forest. My proposal is to move 
those people in the conservation zone to the degraded forest area.  
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Mr. Boonyune Suppasansathorn (Pitsanulok) 
“…I agree with the idea of community forest, even thought it is going to be located in the 
conservation zone. I have reasons to support my opinion as follows. I use Political Science 
methods in considering. In fact, there are people living in both conserved forest and 
reserved forest. The destruction of the forest is not caused by the people but by illegal 
logging. Do not blame those people for anything. It is not true. Who do you think destroy 
the forest near Salavin River? We can’t conclude that people living in the forest destroy the 
forest. They all have conscience. Their lives are with the forest. Their food and water are in 
the forest. There will be fair enforcement of the Community Forest Act with clear policy. 
People will be a part of it. They divided the community forest into conserved area and 
utilization area. They are all aware of the fact that the destruction of the forest causes them 
nothing troubles. This is their motivation. I believe that is idea can be done. Many villages 
in Thailand are already doing it. 
 
Mr. Han Leelanon (Satoon) 
“According to the figure from RFD in 2001, there are more than 400,000 families living 
inside the conserved forest area. What happens if the community forest policy got 
approved? How do we survive when the source of water was destroyed? Farmers will have 
a hard time cultivating rice. Try to evacuate those people out of the area if we really have 
to. These people have destroyed all the forest since the time of the cold war. Now they have 
become lowland people. Those who want to establish community forest inside the 
conserved forest area, please take your time to reconsider. If we allowed people to establish 
their community inside the conserved forest area, sooner or later they have to build fires 
and cut down the forest. Since the forest is the only home of wild animals, when they smell 
the smoke or even cigarette, they would flee. They can’t reproduce. They have to go 
somewhere else. We all know that inside the conserved forest area, there’re this orders, the 
orders of timber. They are everywhere. Take a look at the Huay Kha Khang, there’s almost 
no trees left. Only one day with the tractor, we can destroy around 2-3 thousands of rai. 
 
…especially in the Northern and Western parts of Thailand. The northern and western parts 
are connected to the borders of Laos and Burma. Who are those people? Not the alien 
called Hill Tribe? Which tribe? Mercenaries who were fighting in the cold war in Laos? 
They are everywhere. If we approved the community forest, they will continue to 
reproduce. Don’t you feel insecure about them being in our country? Will they jeopardize 
the security in our country? It is a very critical condition. It is not a big problem is the 
community forest is to be located inside the reserved forest area. But this is the conserved 
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forest area! There will be infiltration. Our country is weak. It is very easy to build a 
terrorism group. The fund they are supported are also from aboard.  
 
I would like to ask your permission to be here. I am sure you are hearing me. I would like 
very much for you to be aware of the issue. Please don’t’ think that we will give them any 
land to live. Do you know? One time I went to investigate an area. There was major 
infiltration of the hill tribes. Somebody hired them to request for some land in some 
mountains. When they got the certificate, they destroyed the forest. Tak, Pedchaboon, 
Chiang Rai, there were lots of balded mountains. There were resorts and everything. Those 
people who wanted the timber, they will try and get the land around the rim or the 
conserved forest area, then hire somebody to cut down some trees in the area, then request 
for NS-3, and then it’s time to start getting to work transporting those timber out. 
 
…if we are going to establish the community forest, we can do it in the flatland. I would like 
to suggest we should give each family 16 rai of land: 15 for agriculture, and 1 for the 
accommodation. 
 
Mr. Wanlop Tangkananurak (Bangkok) 
“…I would like to inform you that there are 3 groups of people in the forest: people who 
lived before the declaration of the forest, after the declaration, and are going to live there. 
We saw the bill from the Member of the Assembly that has determined that people can go 
and live inside the conserved forest area, and we tried to fill in the gaps. I have reasons to 
believe that we can try to solve the problems about people living in the conserved forest. 
 
First, we found a fact that most of the people there had been living in the conserved forest 
for a long time. Many of them take really good care of the forest they live in.  
Secondly, we tried to see if there’s any factor we could use as the investigation mechanism. 
We could add in the section 3 about the definition of the original local community that the 
original local community must be the people who had lived there since before the 
declaration of the conserved forest. That is how we can fill in the gaps. 
 
Thirdly, we think that they can live in the conserved forest. The constitution section 56 
states clearly about the rights of individuals and communities with the government in terms 
of forest maintaining and sustainable utilizing the natural resources and bio-diversity that 
there are 2 levels of participation between the government and the people: policy level and 
provincial, community, scholar, and government level  In conclusion, we are concerned, 
but we are trying to fill in the gaps for the people who live in the conserved forest..” 
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Mr. Adun Wanchaithanawong (Maehongsong) 
“My province should be receiving the most impact on this issue. Most of the province is 
conserved area: from Muang District to Khun Yuam District (where the Sunflower Park is 
located) and Sobmuey District to Mae Sariang District. The problem is that more than half 
of the communities and the people of Maehongson are living in the conserved forest. 
Therefore, if there is no establishment of the community forest, there will be problems. I 
can guarantee that people there had been living before the declaration. 
 
Considering the community forest, I think it is a good thing that we intend to protect the 
forest. I admit that there are some people invade the forest and make it their cabbage 
gardens, but the Act is very strict and the villagers have to stay there no matter what. 
Therefore, we should use the law to persuade them to protect the forest. And we are not 
going to allow other communities from outside to be moving in the forest anymore. 
Secondly, there has to be an act of protecting the forest before the establishment of the 
community forest. Therefore, I would like to support the idea of community forest 
establishment…” 
 
Mr. Prateep Ungsongtham (Bangkok)  
“…Let we look back to the Economic and Social Development Plan No. 1, we will see that 
there were 60% of the forest at that moment. Now, we are using the Economic and Social 
Development Plan No. 9, and the forest area is decreasing. That is due to the development 
of our country, which centralizes the power. We cut out the roles of the people. In fact, the 
forest area is decreasing because of the forest concession, illegal logging, not because of the 
villagers. Allowing the people be in the forest area is an act of building the conscious. The 
villagers in many areas were trying to fight with the local capitalists, which we have seen 
that in many areas. They lost their lives and money trying to protect their treasure. 
 
This act will empower them and make them think they are the owners. In the Plan No. 1-9, 
the government was taking care of the forest, but it was not so succeeded. Why is that? We 
have to look back into the past and use it to correct today. Being a part of something is 
necessary to let the people who are there take care of the treasure that belongs to them and 
other 60 million people all over the country. I agree with the same Bill from the Members 
of the House Representative. It has good foundation. It is not like people from a slum can 
go and live in the forest and establish the community forest. There are already communities 
in the forest area. They will be taking care of their area. Therefore, I find that we should let 
the Members of the House Representatives review the bill.  
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Doctor Permsak Mokkarapirom (Special Member of the Botanical Community 
Training Center of Asia Pacific, Kasetsart University)  
“The term ‘conserved forest’ when we first established it from our management and 
utilization objectives, ‘conserved forest’ does not mean ‘just keep it and not doing anything 
with it’. The definition of ‘conserved forest’ by the intensification of the management and 
utilization is utilization with cautions, balance, and sustain. After the forest became 
conserved forest, it academically means more than conserved forest by the definition of the 
law of forest and its resource conservation. The national park or wildlife sanctuary laws are 
the strictest laws, but they can’t protect the forest, because they divide the forest area into 2 
parts—Conservation and Economic Zones. 
 
Philosophically, we have been making mistakes for over 30 years. Now we have roads in 
the combined length of 5,000 km. Those roads are like cancer that creates the extension of 
destruction. We can see that the management and control of the area in the past is the work 
of the government with lack of participation from the people. Therefore, we see failures. 
And this is not just in Thailand, but it is an international conclusion. Conservation 
organizations all over the world have concluded this. In the past we had performed many 
kinds of conservation such as Elephant Conservation Act, Plant Conservation Act. The 
actions had caused the increase of the price of the animals and the plants, which persuade 
people to illegally destroy them even more.  
 
Then in the next 20 years, we have changed from animals such as elephants and rhinos 
conservation into particular area conservation, in which combined fertile areas. Now 20 
years have passed, and conservation organizations all over the world have learned their 
lessons. Therefore, we see that the conservation process we have used in the past is not 
working. Even the agreement that settled in 1992 in Brazil, which was considered to be a 
great conference, also mentioned about the conservation process with the participation from 
the people. Therefore, from both international and national perspectives, conservation with 
the participation from the people is the answer. Academically, now we have 25-30% of the 
forest left. The forest area is occupied by people and we should protect it.  
 
The conservation dimension should be within every direction not just protection. It should 
be covered the 4 following points: 1) protection, 2) unity conscious, 3) utilization, and 4) 
improvement. We need the participation from the people. Therefore, establishing 
community forest in the conserved area is not the opportunity for any particular people to 
take over the land, but it is the way of management the conserved forest area with the 
participation from the people. This law covers all the contents and is very strict. There has 
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to be a community, unity, intention, and is provable. It has to be a community that lived 
there for a long time. The conditions are very strict. And we believe that they are going to 
lead us to the protection of the forest resource, biological resource, and culture and tradition 
regarding forest protection. And they will lead to the corporation between the government 
and the people in forest protection.” 
 
Mr. Kaewsan Ahtipoh (Bangkok)  
“…I have listened to the Special Member of the Botanical Community Training Center of 
Asia Pacific and I quote, he said people can live in the forest. No offense to him, but we are 
trying to review a bill here. I have a question as to when he said ‘community forest means 
invading the forest and use the timber to make this and this and that..’ The thing that I 
would like to ask is: Did he also mean the agricultural land or not? It might be a forest with 
Lynchee trees?  
 
The Conservation Zone concerns the people in the zone, not the community forest. They 
have to eat. They have to grow cabbages, corns, and potatoes. I would like to ask him that 
when he uses the term ‘community forest’, does it includes the forest area with cabbages or 
corns too? This is a question regarding law. The law states this. Utilization forest means the 
forest with cabbages, yes or no? Please be kind to give me the answer based on the law. I 
do not think it is necessarily when he quoted the facts about the international conclusion. I 
think that the forest area where the villagers are using as their agricultural land, we should 
just give them the area, grant them SPK. But the conserved forest area is another story. If 
by saying ‘community forest’ he meant the forest area with Lynchee trees, corns, cabbages, 
I will be more or less in trouble. Please give me the answer regarding to law.” 
 
Mr. Wongpan Na Takuatung (Pang-nga) 
The Act does not state the rights on agricultural land and the right on the habitat area. 
Moreover, also according to the Section 37/2, it forbids any action of encroachment and 
clearing the land within the community forest area. No person is allowed to take over or 
make use or live on the land. No person is allowed to build, slash, burn, logging, collect 
resources, hunt wild animals or protected animals, or perform any kind of actions that 
degrades the community forest. This can be used to answer the question very clearly about 
the right over the agricultural land, the right over the habitat area, and the cabbages. And 
for the question about if we should establish a law to give the land to the people who live in 
the forest, I would like to say that it is not of this law.  
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Mr. Santipap Intarapat (Nan)  
“..We need to study this law. I have listened since this morning. We were trying to mix it 
with agricultural land. And people are trying to earn benefits from the forest. We never 
trust people who are taking care of the forest. We do not trust them. We are afraid of the 
capitalists. I find this as something that insults us human beings. We insult the community 
responsibilities. The fact her is that, according to the Community Forest Bill, nobody can 
seek benefits from the community forest without the agreement of the board. We need to 
understand where the community came from. I believe every community who lives in the 
reserved forest area, national park, or wildlife sanctuary area, they are doing well with 
taking care of the forest. The forest area around those areas might not have any single tree 
left, but in the areas that the villagers are living in and taking care of in the amount of 500-
1,000 rais, they are all green. The villagers have the conscious to protect the forest, while 
the RFD does not have the potential to take care of the forest. So far, there are 50,000 
villagers have signed their names to follow the aim of the constitution. 
 
Do no just say things about agricultural land. Do not even talk about people seeking 
benefits. This law has established several sets of board from the district level to provincial 
level to national level. This law wants the people to be able to benefit from the forest while 
living in it. Do not insult the people like this. The purpose of this law is to conserve, 
manage, and utilize the forest resource in the sustaining way and also to sustain the ecology 
and environment by the participation from the people and their tradition and local wisdom. 
So we must admit that this law is following the aim of the constitution. 
 
According to Section 46 of the Constitution, a group of people who had assembled into an 
original community in one area is entitled to conserve the decent custom, tradition, local 
wisdom, art, or culture of itself and of the nation. It is also entitled to participate in 
managing, protecting, and utilizing the natural resources in the balance and sustaining way 
accordingly to the Constitution.  
 
Section 79 states that the government must support and encourage its people to participate 
in reserve, protect, and earn benefits from the natural resources and bio-diversity 
accordingly to the purpose of the people.  
 
Before I finished, there are 4 lines I would like to say. Community Forest Act is not the 
Free Forest bill that allows a certain group of people to take over. It is an act that supports 
the people for the stability of the nation. Because the forest is the treasure of the country 
that people are allowed to be responsible for. But the people are not allowed to make use or 
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take over the forest. Therefore, the Community Forest Act is the assurance of the right of 
the community and the building of security for the community that is protecting the forest 
and the community that has not started to start protecting the forest in the right way in order 
to be able to reduce the conflicts between the people and the government in forest 
protection.  
 
If the people are willing to protect the forest that they live in, and they can do a better job 
than the RFD, would it kill anyone? If they are doing well with the job, we must give them 
the power and trust them. I personally agree with giving the power to the community and 
people who are protecting the forest. I believe that they have the good will. It is going to be 
the benefits of our country. They schedule their people to watch over the forest fires. If 
anybody cuts the trees, they fine them. They are doing the job well, please give it to them.” 
 
Mr. Sompon Khamchun (Prae)  
“..I would like to ask which was born first, forest or men? The forest has been here since the 
ancient time. People came here later. The forest is almost gone because of self-destruction 
or because of people destroyed it? My province has important conserved forest area and 
national park. The RFD rangers have been working with their hardest efforts to subdue the 
destruction, but the forest is still continue to decrease. The so-called community forest that 
you said you wanted the people to go in and do whatever… for me, I think there will be no 
forest in the future. The forest is going to be gone. That is because our people do not have 
the sense of protecting the forest because it is the treasure of our country and of the world. 
There is no such thing. I personally find that the forest is being destroyed everyday. Some 
places are dry. Some places suffer with floods. I would like to ask, “does any of you know 
which was born first, forest or men?” People who lived in the forest now want to protect it, 
will there be any forest left in the future?…” 
 
Mr. Boonlert Pairin (Chacherngsao)  
“…The forest was not destroyed by the villagers, but it was destroyed by the capitalists. We 
must understand this fact. We cannot say that people who live near the forest destroyed it. It 
is not that. We have to understand that the forest is almost gone because of the RFD. I 
would like to inform you now that the RFD is working with the capitalists to destroy the 
forest. The villagers do not have anything to do with it. I have every single evidence to 
prove my words, but I am not going to say it now. Mr. Wongpan has already answered that 
the conserved forest does not have anything to do with the agricultural land. Nobody could 
grow anything there. But the villagers are volunteered to assist to do something that the 
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RFD does not have the guts to protect the forest. This is a matter of understanding the real 
problems.  
 
In the past we did not have the system for the villagers to participate in forest protection 
and utilization in the sustaining way. I would like to ask, in return, that must there be 100 
people to be able to commit good deeds? Can it be 50 people? Why does it have to be 100 
people? It is good enough that 50 members of the House Representative are able to approve 
a bill.” 
 
Mr. Nikom Chaokittisopon (Lampang) 
“…Most of the villagers live in the forest. The forest is their refrigerator, just like the 
refrigerator of the people in Bangkok. People at my hometown go into the forest when they 
wake up in the morning. I believe that the villagers love the forest. And from my past 
experiences, the villagers have arrested the capitalists who were the real masterminds in 
practicing illegal logging. The police or the RFD rangers did not arrest them, the villagers 
did. They have everything under control. I would like to ask that if the villagers do not 
corporate with you, will you be able to protect your conserved forest? But if they have to 
take care of something that is theirs, take care of their refrigerators, they will have to find 
supplies to put in their refrigerators, because of the refrigerators are empty, they die…” 
 
